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Privilege statement 
 
The Assembly has authorised the recording, broadcasting and re-broadcasting of these 
proceedings.  
 
All witnesses making submissions or giving evidence to committees of the Legislative 
Assembly for the ACT are protected by parliamentary privilege. 
 
“Parliamentary privilege” means the special rights and immunities which belong to the 
Assembly, its committees and its members. These rights and immunities enable 
committees to operate effectively, and enable those involved in committee processes to 
do so without obstruction, or fear of prosecution.  
 
Witnesses must tell the truth: giving false or misleading evidence will be treated as a 
serious matter, and may be considered a contempt of the Assembly. 
 
While the committee prefers to hear all evidence in public, it may take evidence in-
camera if requested. Confidential evidence will be recorded and kept securely. It is 
within the power of the committee at a later date to publish or present all or part of that 
evidence to the Assembly; but any decision to publish or present in-camera evidence 
will not be taken without consulting with the person who gave the evidence. 
 
Amended 20 May 2013 
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The committee met at 9.00 am 
 
Appearances: 
 
City and Environment Directorate 

Ryenhart, Mr Josh, Head of Access Canberra 
Cubin, Ms Derise, Executive Branch Manager, Transport, Industry, Gaming and 

Economic Regulation Branch; and former Chief Executive Officer, ACT 
Gambling and Racing Commission 

 
ACT Gambling and Racing Commission  

Beacroft, Ms Laura, Board Chair 
Mangeruca, Mr Giuseppe, Chief Executive Officer 

 
THE CHAIR: Good morning, and welcome to the public hearings of the Select 
Committee on Estimates 2026-2027 for its inquiry into Appropriation Bill 2026-2027 
and Appropriation (Office of the Legislative Assembly) Bill 2026-2027. The committee 
wishes to acknowledge the traditional custodians of the land we are meeting on, the 
Ngunnawal people. We wish to acknowledge and respect their continuing culture and 
the contributions they make to the life of the city and this region. We would also like to 
acknowledge and welcome other Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people who may 
be attending today’s event.  
 
This hearing is a legal proceeding of the Assembly and has the same standing as 
proceedings of the Assembly itself; therefore, today’s evidence attracts parliamentary 
privilege. The giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be 
regarded as contempt of the Assembly.  
 
The hearing is being recorded and transcribed by Hansard and will be published. The 
proceedings are also being broadcasted and webstreamed live. When taking a question 
on notice, it would be useful if witnesses used these words: “I will take that question 
on notice.” This will help the committee and witnesses to confirm questions taken on 
notice from the transcript.  
 
We welcome the officers from the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission. As we are 
not inviting opening statements, we will now proceed to questions. Mr Parton, you can 
go first. 
 
MR PARTON: Thank you, Chair. The independent inquiry highlighted the importance 
of considering regulatory alignment between the ACT and New South Wales. Can I ask 
what engagement has occurred between the ACT and New South Wales governments 
regarding gambling regulation since the inquiry commenced?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: The commission is an independent authority established under the 
Gambling and Racing Control Act. I believe you have asked about the engagement 
between governments following the inquiry, and I cannot really comment on what has 
happened in that space.  
 
MR PARTON: I am talking about engagement on a practical level in regard to 
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consideration of possible regulatory alignment between the ACT and New South Wales. 
The question probably is not framed absolutely correctly. I am trying to get a handle on, 
at an absolutely practical level, what engagement has occurred between the Gambling 
and Racing Commission and the—  
 
Mr Mangeruca: New South Wales regulator.  
 
MR PARTON: Yes. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: There is a fair bit of work that happens with regulators across the 
country and across the jurisdictions within the country. The Gambling and Racing 
Commission is represented on the gaming machine standards working group. It is also 
represented as part of the casino and gaming regulators forums, which happen yearly. 
There are a series of working groups that happen under those, where there might be 
alignment on, for example, gaming machine protocols, casino regulation and things like 
that. The regulators do work together quite often.  
 
MR PARTON: If I call that a talkfest, it sounds as though I am being derogatory; apart 
from those annual discussions, there has not been a direct discussion, a direct exchange 
of ideas, by the two bodies on the potential for regulatory alignment?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I do not want to overstate it, or understate it, for that matter, but we 
do work quite regularly with the regulator across the border. We do meet with them 
quite often. There is alignment, so to speak, in terms of subject matter, but we are 
enforcing quite different laws with different requirements. There is an exchange of 
ideas and there is an exchange of information. Given that we are not a one-law, multiple 
regulator model—rather, it involves the same subject matter—we do get learnings from 
them, but I do not want to overstate that there has been something specific that has been 
sparked by the inquiry.  
 
THE CHAIR: Just to confirm, you have not had conversations about a self-exclusion 
system or anything like that, you cannot really say whether or not you have had those 
conversations, or it is part of a broader conversation that you are having? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: I suppose the difficulty I have with this is that we are the regulator in 
the space and we regulate the law as it is.  
 
THE CHAIR: Not as it could be.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: There is policy, which is led by the Justice and Community Safety 
Directorate, and they work on the policy that relates to the gambling legislation. There 
may be bilateral discussions undertaken by the policy directorate, but that would be a 
matter for the hearing later today.  
 
THE CHAIR: That is a question for them?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes.  
 
Ms Beacroft: Could I make one comment? I agree with the privilege statement. I want 
to emphasise what my colleague has been saying. At the practical level, there is 
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longstanding, sophisticated, ongoing communication around many matters 
interjurisdictionally. Whilst at the policy level, as my colleague said, we are following 
through with different laws in many respects, there is some commonality there as well. 
It goes down even to sharing the scope of some intelligence functions, so it is quite 
sophisticated. 
 
I did not want to present it as being a yearly conference or something like that. There is 
a yearly conference, but it is way beyond that. There are a lot of working groups, and 
the jurisdictions try to work collaboratively—to the extent that there is common ground, 
to move forward collaboratively. I refer, for example, to the recent standards that were 
put through on EGMs. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Gaming machine standards, yes. 
 
Ms Beacroft: Gaming machine standards. They were collaboratively worked out and 
will be collaboratively implemented. I wanted to ensure that that was understood. 
 
MR EMERSON: I want to ask about the Hellenic Club ACAT case. I understand the 
relevant clause in the code of practice says a club must enter certain matters into a 
register within three days of becoming aware of a so-called problem gambling incident, 
but ACAT found that none of the Hellenic Club’s employees or former employees who 
gave evidence were aware of any signs of problem gambling in regard to the Kasurinens, 
so the club was cleared of the breach. What does the commission consider amounts to 
a problem gambling incident?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Mr Emerson, thank you for the question. The Hellenic Club matter 
was an occupational discipline matter under the Gaming Machine Act. It was brought 
largely on two grounds, the first relating to failing to record signs of gambling harm, 
and the second in relation to multiple EFTPOS withdrawals.  
 
In terms of the procedural nature of the matter, it is being heard in two phases. The first 
phase is the hearing on the substantive matter, about which recently a decision was 
entered. The second relates to a hearing on penalty, which is when the penalty orders 
will be made. The matter is not finalised until those secondary orders crystallise, which 
means that it is currently an open matter for the commission, so I am limited in what I 
can say. The decision will certainly need to be considered by the commission, but I 
would not want to put it beyond that at this early stage.  
 
MR EMERSON: With the original fine, was that broken down into the two elements? 
One of them is being upheld, as you said; is there a certain amount of the fine that is set 
aside for that?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Generally speaking, with occupational discipline matters, there is the 
potential for a global consideration of penalty. Under that global penalty, there is a 
justification of how one might get to that. Individual breaches might be considered as a 
composite part of that penalty as a whole. In short, yes— 
 
MR EMERSON: There is not a dollar amount attached to each of them or—  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I do not want to go into the specifics of the Hellenic Club matter, but 
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what I can say is that there might be specific penalties attributed to certain conduct that 
would amount to a breach.  
 
MR EMERSON: Can we go back to the question about what the commission considers 
amounts to a problem gambling incident? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Anything which may enliven any of the PGSI standards and any of 
the criteria that are outlined in the Delfabbro principles. That is our general proposition. 
It is not that there is one particular thing that anyone should be looking for; there is an 
instinctive synthesis of: in this fact or in the circumstances, does it appear that that 
person is suffering from gambling harm? That is something that we would suggest is 
recorded in the incident register.  
 
MR EMERSON: That incident register, I noted in the last annual report, showed about 
a 50 per cent increase on the year before in the total number of gambling harm incidents. 
Are they all related to pokies? Are some Sportsbet related? Do you have a breakdown 
of where these harm incidents are occurring? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: In 2025-26, there were 376 self-exclusions. I know that you are not 
asking me specifically about self-exclusions. In 2025-26, there were also 72,642 
gambling harm incidents reported. In terms of the breakdown, money-seeking and 
playing at high intensities were the vast majority of them, but this has been broadly 
consistent since 2022-23.  
 
MR EMERSON: But that is the largest proportion? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: And is this all related to pokies?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: All of those gambling harm incidents?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: The requirement to record a gambling harm incident is a requirement 
put on the gambling licensee under the code. 
 
MR EMERSON: Gambling machine licensee. Do you consider that practices like the 
provision of free meals and drinks are a kind of inducement to entice potentially 
vulnerable gamers to spend more on gambling? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: What the research tells us is that it is important to have breaks, and 
the longer that someone gambles, the more likely they are to suffer from gambling harm. 
Anything that would result in a break in play, I think, is a good thing. However, with 
respect to how that is achieved and whether there are any incentives that are given by 
gaming machine licensees within that context, I do not want to go as far as to say it is 
an inducement. Everything is based on the facts and circumstances, but I think that, 
largely, what the research tells us, and what came out of the gaming survey that was 
produced in 2024, is that there are less people gambling, that there is an intensification 
of harm amongst a smaller group of people, and that EGMs are by far the most 
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problematic form of gaming in terms of gambling harm. 
 
One of the things that we have brought in with the recent survey, where over 10,000 
people were surveyed, is that harm goes beyond the person. We also looked beyond 
PGSI to GHS-10, which are harms associated with affected others—partners, children, 
all those other people that are affected as well. I think it is a complex space and what is 
an issue in any given circumstance will be based on the facts and circumstances. I do 
not want to articulate it as a yes or a no answer in this respect. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. 
 
MR PARTON: On that line of questioning, would you agree that incident reports are 
not necessarily equivalent to the number of individual people experiencing gambling 
harm? Can I ask how many unique individuals were represented in those reports?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I will have to take the second aspect of that question on notice. In 
relation to the individual incidents, this is an area where information asymmetry is not 
a good thing. Anything that gets recorded in those incident registers is a good thing. 
There may be incidents which correlate to one of the indicators of gambling harm where, 
in isolation, they might not mean that that person has a problem gambling incident, but 
a failure to record incidents means that, through the cumulative impact, you might not 
be picking up someone that truly is, so it is really important that venues are taking that 
requirement seriously.  
 
MR PARTON: But we are talking about, on my understanding, in a number of 
instances, repeat reporting about the same individuals. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes. 
 
MR PARTON: To what extent was the increase also attributable to improved detection, 
reporting practices or compliance activity? We are looking at a trend, but I am trying to 
see what has caused the trend.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes, and going to your point, Mr Parton, some venues have become 
very good at reporting, and we would say that is a good thing, because it allows us to 
pick up those things. Yes, there are multiple people that are picked up within those 
groups of incidents.  
 
Ms Beacroft: The commission undertook a study of the incident database, if I could 
call it that, and the high-level outcomes of that study are published on our website. It is 
looking for trends; that is one of the strengths of the database. That might be of interest.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: I want to ask about the GRC and its ability to enforce rules around 
poker machines, particularly recognising the Auditor-General’s report that came out in 
June 2025. It had lots of recommendations around improvement. For example, the 
management of complaints about compliance with gaming laws was really poor. I am 
interested in finding out whether GRC has implemented all the recommendations made 
in that report and, in particular, issues such as the recommendation to undertake 
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legislative compliance risk assessment, which assesses the risks of licensee and GRC 
noncompliance with gambling laws, and document, implement and monitor controls to 
address any unacceptable risks. Have those recommendations been undertaken and 
completed? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Thank you for the question, Ms Vassarotti. The audit report made 14 
recommendations. I believe that 11 were agreed to and the remaining were agreed to in 
principle. As of 1 July, all those recommendations have been implemented. In fact, 
many of them were implemented before the final report was published. In 2024, there 
was a full renewal of board membership. As part of that renewal, there was a broad 
focus on governance and integrated planning within that framework. 
 
The new board went through and has now negotiated a new MOU, which came into 
force on 1 July, and it is published on the GRC website. It has put considerable time 
into its statement of intent and statement of expectations, which are the requirements 
set for Access Canberra, who delivers functions on our behalf, as well as integrated 
board planning, which includes a board plan and plans for each of the function areas 
within Access Canberra that undertake functions on our behalf. 
 
Ms Beacroft: If I could come to the two recommendations that you have particularly 
homed in on there—they were all important, but they were particularly important—one 
was about what was called the legislative compliance register. What the audit did was 
to create a register or a subset of what the Gambling and Racing Commission is 
accountable for. It was only a subset because it was within the terms of reference of 
their audit. The commission has used that, and we have completed that, to see whether 
there are gaps or whether there are some areas where they are so minimalist that you 
would not normally do regular regulatory activity. We used that to form a basis for our 
risk analysis and, going forward, our planning and compliance activities.  
 
Coming back to the other recommendation around complaints, there may be a 
complaint about the commission as an entity, but the complaints we are talking about 
here are complaints where someone says, “I think something is being done incorrectly 
in a club or a casino.” They are potential complaints about noncompliance with the 
gaming law. They get sent through to the investigation area, and they can be very 
important, as you would imagine. That is a very important area, to make sure it works 
extremely well.  
 
We did an internal audit. That was not necessarily recommended by the audit of the 
commission, but we did an internal audit of that area. There are recommendations there 
which are being implemented. It is also a focus in our MOU, to make sure that that gets 
managed very effectively, but in a streamlined and therapeutic way for the complainant. 
That is a very high-level answer to your question.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Are we confident that licensees are now complying with gaming 
rules, given that the Auditor-General’s report suggested significant noncompliance? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: I would hate to look at this in the binary and say that something is 
compliant or noncompliant. I think this is an ever-emerging state of affairs. I can tell 
you that the commission is far more active, far more visible and far more transparent, 
following the Auditor-General’s report, and these things go to it being much more 
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effective in its statutory functions.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: The next line of questions I would like to ask about is to get some 
information about the community contribution program, and particularly around the 
reporting in relation to that. Are clubs up to date and fully transparent about the 
community purpose contributions that they are providing? What is the level of scrutiny 
and auditing that is being done around those contributions by GRC or government? I 
also want to get some information around the community purpose contributions that go 
to the Chief Minister’s Charitable Fund. Has there been any discussion about increasing 
this proportion?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: In relation to the general community contribution scheme, as you are 
aware, there is a requirement to make a contribution of 8.8 per cent of net gaming 
machine revenue to community contributions. Eight per cent of that goes to community 
purpose contributions. Community contribution has been a significant area of interest 
for the board. The board has run successive compliance programs in that space. Levels 
of administrative noncompliance were discovered. That might mean a failure to have a 
percentage of a particular contribution on the report, or a failure to put the reports on 
webpages.  
 
With respect to the commission, the commission is also required to publish those reports 
on its webpage, and we did find that we could improve our practices in that space as 
well.  
 
As part of those successive programs, a percentage of community purpose contributions 
were audited and, once again, there were issues discovered regarding reporting practice. 
This has told us that this needs to be an area of focus for us into the future where, firstly, 
we assist clubs to meet their obligations and then look at the clubs more closely where 
they are not meeting those obligations.  
 
Part of that successive compliance program was about publishing some fact sheets and 
distributing those to the clubs, so that they are aware, or become further aware, of what 
their obligations are. The outcome of the compliance program is also published on the 
GRC website, and it will be the subject of another compliance program in this financial 
year.  
 
In relation to the question about the Chief Minister’s Charitable Fund, could you refresh 
my memory on what the question was? 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Is there consideration about increasing that contribution? I am 
interested in your comments around the reporting and the commission reporting. I have 
just checked it again. I cannot see reports beyond 2018-19 on the website. Are they 
being published in another area of the website now?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I believe that the ones that we had have been published. I will take 
that aspect of the question on notice and, if they are hiding somewhere in our 
architecture—and we are looking at our website architecture and its readability as an 
area of work for us in this financial year— 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: I have just clicked into where the reports are, and it is only up to 
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2018-19.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I will have a look. We will take that on notice.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Okay The other question was whether consideration was given to 
increasing the contribution. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: From the commission’s perspective, I am not sure whether that aspect 
is being considered. It is probably a question better put during the gaming reform 
hearing.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Sure.  
 
MS CARRICK: How many FTEs in Access Canberra are assigned to the functions of 
the Gambling and Racing Commission.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I will invite my colleague Mr Rynehart, who is the Head of Access 
Canberra, to answer that.  
 
Mr Rynehart: Thanks for the question, Ms Carrick. We have implemented a new MOU, 
starting from 1 July this year. Previously, we had a range of effort through the 
organisation, but it was a bit difficult to directly quantify it. In the new MOU, we do 
have a number, which I am struggling to bring up; I may need to take it on notice. Do 
you have a second question? 
 
MS CARRICK: Yes. How many direct reports does the CEO have? Under the previous 
one, when it was distributed, there were not direct reports, from what I recall.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: As the CEO of the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, I hold a 
dual function as the Executive Branch Manager of the Authorisations and Approvals 
Branch within Access Canberra. In terms of direct support as the CEO, I have the 
secretariat as well as the support officer that reports to me. As the executive branch 
manager of a branch within Access Canberra, I have several other direct reports. I work 
with my colleagues within Access Canberra to deliver services to the commission. I 
know that is not necessarily— 
 
MS CARRICK: Is there an org chart for it?  
 
Mr Rynehart: Yes, there is certainly an org chart. One of the difficulties in attempting 
to explain is that the GRC, as an independent commission, sits within Access Canberra, 
and there are a series of functions that staff undertake. But they might undertake gaming 
functions, fair trading functions, or others. It is a little difficult to identify specific 
people. However, as Mr Mangeruca indicated, he is an executive within Access 
Canberra. He has a range of staff reporting to him, and some of the functions are split 
across the other managers.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: There is also a chart.  
 
Ms Beacroft: There is one in the MOU.  
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Mr Rynehart: There is an org chart in the MOU as well, which we are happy to provide.  
 
MS CARRICK: Okay; thank you.  
 
MR PARTON: I want to discuss performance indicators. Can you identify any 
published Gambling and Racing Commission accountability indicator that specifically 
measures online gambling participation, online gambling harm, exposure to online 
gambling advertising, or referrals of online gamblers to support services? Is there 
anything that comes out of the commission that refers to measures or is able to shed 
light on that? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: In the 2024 gambling harm survey, those were certainly things that 
were reported. In terms of outputs, Mr Parton, there is nothing that says, “This is the 
specific output for that.” We certainly would have information, which I am happy to 
provide on notice, on those particular criteria, but I fear that I might not be answering 
your question. 
 
MR PARTON: I am trying to get a handle on this: given the increasing role of online 
wagering and gambling participation, why has the government, more broadly, not 
adopted a publicly reported performance measure specifically directed at reducing 
online gambling harm?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: In terms of the current authorising environment, online gambling, in 
its truest form, is a commonwealth matter. We will, of course, help people through the 
gambling harm support services, for those suffering gambling harm, but it is not 
something that is specifically within the mandate of the commission.  
 
Ms Beacroft: The survey does go to that issue somewhat; that is the information that I 
think we are referring to, and our gambling harm services do not distinguish. Ms Cubin 
might have the annual reports. Our website needs a redesign. I am sorry if it has been 
hard to find. 
 
Ms Cubin: Ms Vassarotti, the information is on our website. I can come around and 
show you. It goes through all the clubs, and you can link down and it has their annual 
reporting. For example, I have just clicked on the Ainslie club, and it goes up to 2024-
25.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: I was just going to your publications. You have community 
contribution reports—  
 
Ms Cubin: It is under the page “Industry licensee annual reports and community 
purpose contribution”.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Okay. That is very— 
 
Ms Cubin: It is easy to get lost—  
 
MR EMERSON: Earlier, you said there were 70-something-thousand gambling harm 
incidents?  
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Mr Mangeruca: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: That is a new figure—2025-26? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: What was the figure? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: In 2025-26, 72,647 gambling harm incidents were reported.  
 
MR EMERSON: The year before, it was 47,337, according to the annual report. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: And, before that, 32, 095. A 50 per cent increase into 2024-25, and 
another 50 per cent increase into 2025-26.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Reporting is on the rise, yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: That is a massive increase.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes; which is not a bad thing in itself.  
 
THE CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your attendance today. If 
you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your answers to the committee 
secretary within five business days of receiving the uncorrected proof Hansard. Thank 
you very much for your time.  
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Appearances: 
 
Icon Water 

Yau, Ms Joy, Interim Managing Director, Icon Water 
Behla, Mr Virat, Acting Chief Financial Officer, Icon Water 

 
Evoenergy 

Willcox, Ms Megan, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Evoenergy 
Sachse, Mr Sam, General Manager, Evoenergy 
Keraitis, Mr Tomas, Group Manager Asset Management, Evoenergy 
Kerr, Mr Mark, Group Manager Customer Delivery, Evoenergy 

 
THE CHAIR: We welcome representatives from Evoenergy and Icon Water. Please 
note that, as witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary privilege and bound by its 
obligations. You must tell the truth as giving false or misleading evidence will be 
treated as a serious matter and may be considered contempt of the Assembly. As we are 
not taking opening statements, we will now proceed to questions. Mr Cain, you have 
the floor. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you for appearing before us. More than 9,000 Canberra homes and 
businesses lost power during the early-July storm. What has Evoenergy identified as 
the principal causes of that widespread outage, and what additional investments are 
being made to improve network resilience before we hit the next storm season?  
 
Ms Willcox: I have read the privilege statement, understand its implications and agree 
to comply. I ask Thomas Keraitis, Group Manager Asset Management, to please answer 
the question.  
 
Mr Keraitis: Good morning, everyone. I understand the requirements and agree to 
comply. On the topic of outages and reliability, the causes of outages during severe 
weather generally relate to a number of factors.  
 
MR CAIN: This one in particular. 
 
Mr Keraitis: Typically, vegetation falling on lines is the main contributing factor 
during storms.  
 
MR CAIN: Regarding this particular event, what did you actually identify as the cause 
of the outages?  
 
Mr Sachse: I will step in too. I understand and agree to the privilege statement. For 
those 9,000 customers, the outages, as Thomas did say, were driven by storm. There 
were very high winds during that period. Around 40 per cent of our network is above 
ground—poles and wires in backyards, and poles and wires through parklands et cetera. 
There is a lot of vegetation in certain areas in Canberra, so, when there are storms, tree 
branches drop and fly onto the lines, and that can cause the lines to come down and 
cause outages. In the particular outage that you referred to, Mr Cain, we had the 
majority of the customers back on in the morning, and we got all of those customers 
back on in the afternoon, by about 4 or 5 o’clock in the afternoon. The team responded. 
The storm came through at about 11 pm that night and the team went out and started 
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responding during that night. They worked through and developed the scope on how to 
fix that network as quickly as possible and as safely as possible.  
 
MR CAIN: That is good to hear. I am probably not getting an answer to the question. 
Do you actually keep a record of what in particular caused outages?  
 
Mr Sachse: Yes. 
 
MR CAIN: Sometimes it might be that at a particular site it has happened again or it 
might have happened for the first time. Do you actually record particular reasons?  
 
Mr Sachse: Yes; we do.  
 
MR CAIN: Have you got those available?  
 
Mr Sachse: We do not have them today, but— 
 
MR CAIN: Are you happy to take that on notice? 
 
Mr Sachse: I am happy for Thomas to explain. There is a wide range of reasons as to 
why there are outages. It could include wildlife and it could include vegetation 
management. There are vehicle incidents that impact our—  
 
MR CAIN: Thank you for all that. It is noted. Will you take on notice anything you are 
able to identify for particularly that July storm?  
 
Mr Sachse: I will.  
 
MR CAIN: Thank you. The second part of the question—and maybe you will take this 
on notice; I will leave that with you—is: what additional investment is being made to 
prevent opportunities for this to happen again? I note you do not control the weather. I 
recognise that.  
 
Mr Sachse: The biggest opportunity would be to actually underground the above-
ground network, but obviously that comes at extreme cost. We have noted in the past 
that it would cost probably seven to 10 times more. It is probably not viable to actually 
underground it to prevent that. Our big focus with storms is the vegetation management 
side, to ensure that backyard vegetation is appropriately managed so that it reduces the 
risk of any storm damage to our network.  
 
MR CAIN: Sure. Do you have a program for going underground at all that you are able 
to share with this committee?  
 
Mr Sachse: There is no material underground program, due to the cost to underground 
the network, and passing that cost on to customers would not be viable.  
 
MR CAIN: How much additional capital funding has been allocated during 2026-27 
specifically for, as you have highlighted, vegetation management, network resilience 
and replacement of ageing assets?  
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Mr Sachse: I will need to take that on notice, Mr Cain. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you very much.  
 
THE CHAIR: So there is no plan for the network to go underground in new suburbs?  
 
Mr Sachse: Canberra has obviously been developed over a long period of time. 
Originally, it was built with an above-ground network, but, since probably the 80s or 
so, underground networks have been built. Regarding the current mixture between 
above-ground and underground, 60 per cent is underground and 40 per cent is above 
ground. That underground proportion will grow over time as new suburbs are rolled out.  
 
THE CHAIR: So in the new suburbs it is going underground, but, for the established 
suburbs, it is going to be too expensive to go underground. 
 
Mr Sachse: Correct.  
 
MS CARRICK: With the NBN being rolled out and going underground, was there any 
opportunity at all to co-locate with them?  
 
Mr Sachse: They have a big program to go underground. Their civil works are probably 
very different to electrical civil works. We have backyard poles and ones at the front of 
the street. There would still be a large cost to actually underground the network in 
association with the NBN. We have not explored that in any great detail with them.  
 
MR EMERSON: I want to ask about the retail side of electricity provision. You are 
probably aware that, often, to get a competitive rate, customers need to sign up with a 
competitor, or threaten to, and then they are offered a good rate or a better rate. Is Icon 
aware of this practice?  
 
Ms Yau: I have read and understood the privilege statement. From an Icon Water 
perspective—to share with you—we own 50 per cent of the investment in ActewAGL 
Retail, with AGL Energy owning the other 50 per cent. Whilst ActewAGL Retail is not 
here today—you have Icon Water and Evoenergy here today—Megan Willcox is 
actually the Acting Chief Executive Officer for ActewAGL Retail, so I will pass to her 
for a few comments.  
 
Ms Willcox: Thank you, Mr Emerson. In the ACT, the retail market is a competitive 
retail market, and one of the features of the ACT market is that the Independent 
Competition and Regulatory Commission does a review every year of the costs, 
including wholesale costs, distribution costs, transmission costs, government taxes and 
levies, and retail operating costs. It looks at the price change annually. This year, 
starting 1 July, standing offer prices that the ICRC reviewed increased by 2.7 per cent. 
That price has been used as the reference price. In the ACT, all retailers need to offer 
their discounts relative to that reference price. The discount set by the retailer, including 
ActewAGL Retail, is determined by that retailer to attract and retain customers.  
 
MR EMERSON: On my bill, it will tell me if I am not on the most competitive rate 
with the current provider. I am, so do not worry! But there seem to be extra competitive 
rates available if I threaten to leave. Is that true?  
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Ms Willcox: Customers can contact the contact centre. As you mentioned, every 
90 days customers will receive, on their bill, whether a better deal is available with their 
current retailer. Customers can contact their retailer and seek to achieve a better 
discount. The contact centre will look at the specific circumstances of the customer and 
their load profile to see what opportunity might be available for that specific customer 
in their circumstances. 
 
MR EMERSON: So, even though my bill says I am on the best available deal, if I 
threaten to move to Origin, I might get a better deal than the one I am on? 
 
Ms Willcox: Each customer can contact any retailer and seek to receive a better offer.  
 
MR EMERSON: But I mean from ActewAGL. If I say I am moving to Origin, I call 
ActewAGL and say, “This is my plan,” and I could get a better deal than the one I am 
on.  
 
Ms Willcox: Not necessarily. It will depend on the circumstances of the customer and 
their load profile.  
 
MR EMERSON: So there is never a better deal available?  
 
Ms Willcox: No; it is not “never”. It depends on the individual customer’s 
circumstances.  
 
MR EMERSON: That seems misleading to me—that it depends on my circumstances 
and that I might be able to access a better deal, even when my bill says that I am on the 
best deal available. Do you agree?  
 
Ms Willcox: Under the regulation, each retailer needs to put forward offers that are 
available on their website and they need to put on the bill the best offer that is available 
to a customer. It is a competitive market, so customers can shop around for the best 
offer from different retailers.  
 
MR EMERSON: Is a schedule provided to the person I end up on the phone with that 
says, “This is the best offer that you can provide,” depending on my circumstances?  
 
Ms Willcox: The contact centre can look at the customer’s circumstances and see the 
best offer available to that customer. Customers can also look on the website and see 
the best offer available to them.  
 
MR EMERSON: I think you understand my point. There is the formal best offer, and 
then there is another best offer that I can get in a competitive environment. Is there a 
schedule of the absolute best that you can offer to someone, depending on their 
circumstances and how serious they are about going to a different provider? It must be 
that someone has a list of— 
 
Ms Willcox: It depends on the circumstances of the customer. It has to depend on the 
customer calling and seeking a better offer. 
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THE CHAIR: Just to clarify: if a customer calls and their load has not changed, and 
their bill says, “You are on the best offer,” and then another offer is offered based on 
the same load, how is that a different circumstance?  
 
Ms Willcox: It is a competitive market, so customers can seek the best deal by, I guess, 
seeking a better offer from either their current retailer or another retailer. It reflects that 
the market is competitive. Retailers may want to retain customers or attract customers 
from other retailers. There is that playing out.  
 
MR EMERSON: Have you had complaints or concerns raised about this practice?  
 
Ms Willcox: Not that I am aware of.  
 
MR EMERSON: Not by any customers?  
 
Ms Willcox: Not that I am aware of. There may have been.  
 
MR EMERSON: Might you be able to take on notice providing, over the last financial 
year, how many complaints were made about the practice?  
 
Ms Willcox: Yes. I am happy to. 
 
MR EMERSON: Has this been raised from a regulatory perspective, with regard to 
fair trading, as an issue at any point in the last, say, five years?  
 
Ms Willcox: Not that I am aware of.  
 
MR EMERSON: When you say it is based on the circumstances of the customer, what 
factors go into consideration of the offer that is provided? I understand that a key factor 
is whether they are considering moving to a different provider. What are the other 
circumstances?  
 
Ms Willcox: It will be the load profile. The cost to supply energy depends on when 
customers are using energy during the day and what sorts of appliances they might have, 
such as whether they are producing solar energy. It really depends on the cost of 
providing that service to the customer, and it depends on the type of offer that they 
could be given.  
 
MR EMERSON: Are there different triggers? If someone says, “I’m thinking about 
changing because I’ve seen a better offer elsewhere,” it triggers a certain offer, or—and 
I have had this happen before—when they change providers, the previous provider says, 
“Hey, are you really sure about it?” and they get a better offer because they have 
actually initiated the process to transfer. Are those the two trigger points?  
 
Ms Willcox: I do not have that information.  
 
MR EMERSON: Are you able to take that on notice?  
 
Ms Willcox: I can take that on notice. 
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MR EMERSON: Interesting.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I have a question for Evoenergy. I am interested in your plans to 
forecast future demand in light of the fact that we are transitioning off gas and there is 
EV uptake, and also your plans to actually meet forecasted demand and the 
implementation of the planned network improvements that are required to meet that 
demand. Are you able to give me an update on that?  
 
Mr Keraitis: I can talk to that. We put a lot of effort into forecasting future demand. 
As part of that, the inputs to that demand forecast include predictions of customers 
coming off gas and the equivalent energy uptake that there would be on the electricity 
network as they electrify. That is one of the inputs to our demand forecasts. Other inputs 
are things like weather impacts, population growth, transport electrification, urban infill 
and other growth drivers on the electricity network. We forecast that to varying levels 
of resolution on our network, from down at the distribution level to up at the zone 
substation level, and then an overall forecast of the entire system. 
 
Those demand forecasts are then used to assess the ability of our existing network to 
supply that amount of demand, and, through that process, we identify any constraints 
on our network in terms of capacity limitations, voltage considerations or reliability 
impacts. All of this is done within the envelope of our reliability standards as stipulated 
by the various codes that we must comply with, including national electricity rules and 
the ACT transmission and distribution licence code requirements. Once we have 
identified those constraints, we go through a process of trying to identify the most 
economic option to address those constraints. That is an exercise of, say, looking at 
upgrading an existing asset, building a new asset, adding additional capacity and 
reconfiguring the network. 
 
We have a 20-year strategic plan that looks to about 2045. That has a development plan 
for the network to address the demand forecasted out to that period, and we have shorter 
term plans to build our capital program of works, which informs what we are going to 
actually invest in over the short term. All of that is submitted to the AER as part of our 
revenue determination. They assess it for prudency and efficiency, and we are given 
back a dollar figure of capex with which we can invest to realise those plans. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I am starting to receive feedback from businesses that wish to make 
the transition from gas but cannot due to electrical network capacity issues. Why am I 
hearing that feedback when you are telling me a great story about how you are 
forecasting and making bids for network improvements in order to meet that demand? 
 
Mr Keraitis: I am not sure about your specific feedback, but generally, when a 
customer has a request to upgrade their premises, we would respond to that in a manner 
that would enable them to do so as part of our customer connections process and our 
normal network planning processes. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Are you expecting those customers to pay for the network upgrades 
on your side of the metre? 
 
Mr Kerr: Good morning. I understand and agree to comply with the privilege statement. 
Customers sometimes request a new connection or an upgraded connection, and this is 
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possibly what your question is aimed at, because customers often have an existing 
connection and they want to do electrification, so they may want significantly more 
capacity than the connection they currently have has. In terms of how it works and who 
pays for it, essentially there are two types of connections in the ACT. There is a basic 
connection. Think of that as for residential houses—mums and dads—and small 
businesses. Regarding the charges associated with that, effectively every five years, 
Evoenergy goes through a regulatory process and we propose to the Australian Energy 
Regulator what we think the prudent and efficient cost of those types of connections 
are. The Australian Energy Regulator reviews that, forms its own view on it, and it 
ultimately determines what we are allowed to charge for each of those services. They 
are published on our website, under our schedule of charges. So, if you have an existing 
one-phase connection to your house and you want to upgrade to three-phase, which is 
something that residential customers often want to do, it is basically prelisted. You can 
see what it costs. It is very transparent. 
 
When you go to something that is a bit more complex than that, we have a connection 
policy, which is also published on our website. It is a policy that we have to write and 
it has to comply with all the electricity rules. Again, the Australian Energy Regulator 
reviews that and ensures that it does comply with all that. It is very prescriptive around 
the process by which we determine what work needs to be done and how it is paid for. 
For most complex connections, there is a recognition of the future revenue that the 
customer will pay for tariffs. For example, if it is a residential apartment block, 
Evoenergy looks at the specific cost associated with providing that connection, it looks 
at the cost associated with that scope of work, and it also looks at 30 years of future 
revenue that would come from the component of the network tariffs for augmentation, 
and it offsets those two things. Often you find that the forward value of those future 
network connections is more than the cost of actually doing the work or is equal to the 
cost, and there is no charge to the customer. Where there is a difference, as in the cost 
is higher, then the customer would only pay the bit that is the difference on top. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. 
 
Mr Kerr: To further answer your question, the scope of work that is required to provide 
that is actually split into customer-specific parts and shared network parts. So, if the 
whole network in that area needs an upgrade to accommodate it, that is called a shared 
network. The customer does not pay any components of a shared network, generally 
speaking. They may have to pay a shared network augmentation fee, but the bulk of 
that cost is actually covered under the five-year plan and all of the network 
augmentation works that Tomas referred to as part of the plan. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: What I am concerned about is whether the budget and the plan are 
sufficient to meet that forecasted extra demand from the policies of transitioning off gas 
and EV uptake, in order to ensure the network has the capacity to meet that future 
demand. Is that in place or is there a gap? At the moment, it sounds like there is a gap. 
 
Mr Kerr: I do not know the specifics of the feedback the customers have given you. 
Generally speaking, there is always capacity in the network. It is about how it is 
delivered to a specific site. I wonder whether the feedback is that the existing 
connection from the network to a business or property is less than what that customer 
wants to increase their capacity to. This is something that we see. Additional works 
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have to be done to the network to increase the supply to that specific site. They have X 
units of supply right now and they want three X units because they want to electrify and 
put EV chargers in, and all that sort of stuff. The shared network generally always has 
the capacity. That is not the challenge. The challenge is providing the supply to the 
property. That is generally doable. We do it all the time, to be honest with you. 
 
What we often find, though, is that the buildings themselves are not necessarily set up 
beyond the network to accommodate what has to happen. That is not Evoenergy’s part 
of the scope; that is related to the individual customer and the building owner in 
particular. That onsite augmentation related to the private electrical works often 
becomes a limiting factor. When it is on the network side, we are obligated to always 
give you a connection offer. It reflects the costs that we discussed earlier, and it will 
reflect reasonable timeframes, but there must be efficient timeframes and reasonable 
timeframes for us to do that. Whether your building can actually be modified to take all 
that extra electricity is a matter beyond what Evoenergy looks at.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Taking the building side off the table—although I take the 
argument on that—on the Evoenergy side, is there capacity to meet the forecasted 
demand for that provider, from the network to the point of supply, to meet the forecasted 
demand from both EV uptake and transitioning off gas? At the moment, that sounds 
like where there are constraints. 
 
Mr Keraitis: Based on our forecast, there absolutely is not, but that is why we have a 
development plan to build out the network and augment the network over the next 20 
years to meet growing demand. We put forward our planned capacity augmentations 
for five, 10, 15 or 20 years, when that demand comes to fruition, and ensure that we are 
building the network to meet that. That is part of our planning. 
 
Mr Kerr: I will add a nuanced statement to that: does the network currently have the 
capacity to meet the needs of 2045? The answer to that is no. But nor should it, because 
people would therefore be paying more in their bills than they reasonably need to. The 
current planning period is through to 30 June 2029. That is the five-year window that 
the regulator has given us funding for. In our demand forecast through to 2029, there is 
sufficient funding provided by the regulator, which we then pass on to customers 
through the network tariffs, to meet the demand forecasted for that period. As you get 
to 10, 15 and 20 years out, our forecasted demand is greater than what the network 
currently could do. 
 
There is lots of augmentation work going on right now on the network. For example, 
there was a new zone substation recently commissioned in the Molonglo area, which 
was effectively about providing a significant electrical asset to provide new capacity to 
that part of the network, because Molonglo is one of the larger growing sections. There 
are a number of augmentation works currently underway. Out of the zoning substation, 
there are things called 11 kV feeders. They are the main pipes that provide electricity 
into the suburbs. There are a large number of those feeders currently being designed 
and some are in construction. So there is significant augmentation work already going 
on in the network to meet the current five-year regulatory period.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Is the augmentation plan sufficient for at least the demand for, let’s 
say, tomorrow and over the next year, given the EV uptake we have seen over the past 
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few months? 
 
Mr Keraitis: Yes. We have plans in place to meet capacity in the short term. Sometimes 
there are overs and unders in specific areas, and we respond to that on a case-by-case 
basis. But our program, as we have it today, is aimed at meeting the capacity demands 
in the near term, in this regulatory period.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you.  
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Werner-Gibbings? 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thank you, Chair. The government’s Zero Emissions 
Vehicles Strategy and the growing electric bus fleet, which are going to place new to 
significant demands on the electricity network. How is Evoenergy, the organisation, 
preparing network infrastructure to support the ongoing and probably rising uptake of 
electric vehicles around Canberra? 
 
Mr Keraitis: I outlined our demand forecasting process before— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Yes. 
 
Mr Keraitis: Electric vehicle uptake is a key input to that demand forecasting process.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Demand forecasting and then turning it into 
infrastructure?  
 
Mr Keraitis: Yes. The demand uptake has got a spatial element to it in a sense that not 
every part of Canberra has an electric bus depot—some specific areas will. We are 
obviously aware of that, and we plan at that local level to ensure that those large 
connections are incorporated into the demand forecast and that local area is addressed 
in terms of the capacity requirements for electric vehicles. 
 
What is interesting, at the moment, is the uptake of residential batteries; that is having 
a broadly positive impact on our network in the sense that it levels some of the peaks, 
particularly due to solar PV, and what is on our plate is taken into account. The bigger 
picture is the electric vehicle uptake, the residential battery uptake and the solar, and 
considering it as a system to get the most optimal approach, and that is the key part of 
our demand forecasting process. 
 
We have a desire to make this process as transparent as possible, and as we go forward, 
we will be aiming to make those assumptions visible to the extent we can with key 
stakeholders, such as the ACT government’s customer groups, to generally get 
consensus on what that future uptake looks like so that, when we put it to the AER, we 
do not attract any sort of disagreement with the assumptions that are going into it, 
because they are assumptions about the future that we are making here. We do not 
control electric vehicle uptake, but certainly for the instances that we know about, such 
as bus depots and things like that, we specifically plan for them. That is part of the 
planning process.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I have got two questions coming out of that. Is 
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Evoenergy aware of, or does it work with, businesses when they are considering putting 
in electric vehicle public chargers? Is that a conversation? I have read or heard 
something—Coles is thinking about putting in a number of public chargers in its car 
parks around shops. There would be a difference presumably between whether those 
chargers were 30 kilowatts, mostly solar, or 250 kilowatt-supercharger-type things 
that— 
 
Mr Kerr: Correct. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: How does that conversation happen?  
 
Mr Kerr: EVs are a specific type of connection, but to be honest, they are a connection 
the same as every other connection. So whether someone is wanting to put in an EV, or 
whether they are wanting to take out gas heating and put in electric heating, effectively, 
they approach us. They might do an initial inquiry because they just want to get some 
high-level understanding of things, depending on the complexity of that, and those sorts 
of things. But it essentially gets to a point where they put an application in, and they 
basically say what it is that they are looking for—what is the extra demand or the new 
demand that they are looking for and all of those sorts of factors. That then starts off a 
formal process within Evoenergy where we will then, essentially, do differing types of 
scopes of work. For things like EV chargers which might be in the few hundred 
kilowatts or smaller sort of level, effectively, it would go straight to a preliminary 
design process that would then determine the actual engineering detail that is required 
to accommodate or facilitate that. That may conclude that there is nothing else 
required—that there is already capacity in the network to give them and the connection 
they already have has that, and it is a contractual process needed to upgrade their 
connection. Or it may determine that there is a need to provide additional electrical 
capacity and electrical infrastructure to that site. It does that determination at an 
engineering level. It then creates an offer to the customer and says, “Here is a 
connection. You have asked for 200 kilowatts for your EV chargers. Here is our offer 
to you. Here is what the scope of work is.” If there is any cost for the customer—there 
may be no cost, as we have previously discussed—“Here is what your customer 
contribution would be.” And it splits out various components of that so they can 
understand what that is. Then the customer chooses whether or not they wish to proceed. 
Sometimes customers do, and sometimes customers do not for whatever reason— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: So it is not particularly complicated. Has Evoenergy 
considered doing its own EV chargers?  
 
Mr Kerr: EV charging is considered a contestable thing. It is not something that 
distributors are currently allowed to do. There are some movements on that in terms of 
some rule changes and things like that. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Right. If NRMA wants to do one would BP— 
 
Mr Kerr: It is considered a commercial activity, and it is up for EV charging companies 
or Coles or whoever it is that wants to do that, so it is really for customers to determine 
that. But there are some schemes that, particularly, the federal government is looking 
at where there might be locations which are simply not economic for the EV charging 
companies, because EV charging companies would like to access areas where it is, 
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effectively, very low cost for them to put their chargers in but simultaneously where 
people want to charge their cars. Often those things do or do not match up.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Excellent. Thank you very much. You were mentioning 
the uptake now. The next phase after the uptake of household solar is household 
batteries. Has there been a surge in household battery purchasing post the Albanese 
government’s decision to make those subsidies? What is the impact? Is it evening out? 
Perhaps they are operating the same way as the larger community batteries are—you 
said it was flattening the curve in distribution? 
 
Mr Keraitis: Flattening the peaks, yes. We are quite optimistic about the impact of 
residential batteries. So far, they appear to be having a positive impact on the network 
in the sense that they absorb those solar peaks. What is really helpful about that for us 
is, in the absence of that occurring, that bulk sort of solar output can potentially drive 
capacity constraints on our network, as it exports back into the grid, and that, in turn, 
drives and has driven distribution substation upgrades around Canberra, and potentially 
voltage issues with over-voltages and so forth. 
 
When you have residential batteries, that surge of solar gets absorbed by the battery and 
then it can be released overnight or at another period of the day. That is very helpful for 
the customer, in the sense of, depending on the tariff they are on, their pricing impacts 
and cost of energy, and it is very helpful to the network in terms of more efficient 
utilisation of available capacity, without having to build additional capacity to cater for 
those short duration peaks. There has been a surge, and I can talk about the numbers in 
a moment, if you are interested, but by and large, we welcome residential batteries. It 
has been a good news story, I would say, even more so than the neighbourhood batteries, 
due to the effect they are having on our network and really optimising that solar PV, 
which is really important for us.  
 
Mr Kerr: To go to the numbers, prior to the federal government’s scheme coming in, 
we might have seen something like 100 to 150 applications a month for batteries prior 
to that scheme, and the size of those batteries would typically be something like 10 to 
12 kilowatt hours, so not particularly large batteries—not small batteries either, but that 
sort of scale. 
 
Since that scheme has come in, it went to 500 a month, 600 a month, 700 a month. It 
peaked as high as about 1,200 a month in March and April. If you are familiar with the 
scheme, it has these certain months that it changes, so you see this bit of activity because 
of that, but even post the last change, which was the end of April and the beginning of 
May, we are still seeing 700 to 800 applications a month for batteries. So that is from 
100 to 150 to over 700; you are seeing like a five-fold increase, and it has been as high 
as 1,000.  
 
In addition to that, the batteries that customers are choosing to put in are much larger. 
Right now, we have seen it go as high as into the 40 kilowatt hours. That was before 
the last lot of scheme changes. We are monitoring that now, but we are seeing some 
evidence that customers are less likely to put in such a big battery; they are more likely 
to put in the 20 to 30 kilowatt hour battery. But the point is that we are seeing, very 
significant numbers of customers putting in batteries now compared to before, and the 
ones that are putting them in are putting in much bigger batteries than they were before. 
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The third factor is that they are typically putting in solar with them or adding to the 
solar that they might already have. 
 
All of those things are compounding together to create these sorts of distributed assets 
across the network, and, as Tomas said, during the middle of the day when they might 
have big problems, with too much solar being pushed into the network, because 
customers want storage for themselves— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Being soaked. 
 
Mr Kerr: they are now soaking that up into their own battery. The best time for them 
to use it, depending on their tariff, is often the evening peak, so they program their 
battery, or their installer programs their battery so that they discharge their batteries 
during that evening peak. That helps them, as individual customers, to minimise their 
electricity bill, but that also then minimises the peak demand for the network, which 
reduces the amount of demand forecast that then has to follow and therefore the amount 
of augmentation of the network that would have to follow in future years.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Just going back quickly to the Belconnen bus depot, which the 
government has repeatedly said they cannot electrify, at the moment, due to the fact 
that there are network capacities in that area. Where is it in the plan for future network 
updates to allow that to actually happen? 
 
Mr Kerr: I could not answer the question off the top of my head. I would have to take 
that question away and come back to you as to specifics around that. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: Ms Carrick? 
 
MS CARRICK: My questions are about the Flat Rock battery proposal in Uriarra. Will 
that battery storage and release be distributed across the NEM, or will it have much of 
an impact on the ACT? 
 
Mr Kerr: I am not aware of the specific project you refer to as the “Flat Rock”. 
 
MS CARRICK: It is at Uriarra. It is over half a kilometre long—a battery, 600 by 200, 
is the proposal. They bought Uriarra Station for it. 
 
Mr Kerr: I am not familiar with the exact—if I were to answer the question more 
generally, that sounds like a large battery. A large battery sits in front of the meter, and 
they are controlled by the owner of the battery as to when they choose to charge it or 
discharge it. Batteries of a typically very large scale are connected at what is called the 
“sub-transmission level”. Those customers choose—for economic or non-economic 
reasons that they have—as to when they would take electricity from the network to 
charge the battery, and then when they would choose to discharge it. But the typical 
behaviour is arbitrage: they will consume electricity during the middle of the day when 
electricity is cheaper on the stock market, because that is what allows them to charge 
their battery at minimal cost, and then they will discharge it either in the evening peak 
or the morning peak, which is, cold winter mornings like today, when the prices and 
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the stock market are much higher. Effectively, they charge it when it is cheap to buy 
the electricity, and they discharge it when it is expensive because they can sell it for a 
much higher price, and that is how they make their profit. There are other mechanisms 
to make profit as well, but the choice of when they choose to do that is the battery 
owner’s choice. 
 
MS CARRICK: Are you able to take that on notice about the Flat Rock proposal at 
Uriarra and what impact it will have on the ACT? 
 
THE CHAIR: Just confirming—is that Evoenergy’s project? 
 
MS CARRICK: No. It is a private project, but it impacts the NEM. Aren’t we all 
working on the NEM? 
 
Mr Kerr: We can take that on notice. 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. Mr Cain? 
 
MR CAIN: I have a question about the water network. Water failures continue to 
disrupt thousands of Canberran households and businesses each year. What additional 
investment has been allocated in 2026-27 to reduce water main failures and improve 
the reliability of ACT’s aging water network? 
 
Ms Yau: Thank you for the question. I will share with you, first, how we build our 
capital works program, and then go specifically to your question about asset renewals, 
if you like. 
 
MR CAIN: And, getting to time, if you could get to my particular question as promptly 
as possible. 
 
Ms Yau: Yes, absolutely. In terms of the 2026-27 capex program, in terms of our 
renewal component of that program, it is approximately—let me just have a look—
$109.9 million out of a total $298.9 million. So, you can see that our renewal program 
is significant, and we are conscious that, as we are managing our assets, naturally a key 
component for us is the aging of the assets. Quite a lot of our assets were built in the 
sixties and seventies—so the aging of the assets and how we keep those at the right 
standard for meeting customer service levels. 
 
The other component for us is, as Canberra grows, the population growth—how we 
continue to service not only the existing customers but also extra pressures on our 
network, and all of that with the context of the changing climate as well. All of those 
components are relevant as we build our capex program. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you. Which suburbs experienced the highest number of water main 
failures during 2025-26? 
 
Ms Yau: I would not have that level of detail with me. 
 
MR CAIN: Take that on notice? 
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Ms Yau: I am happy to, yes. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you. What proportion of the ACT water network is now beyond its 
expected design life? 
 
Ms Yau: I would not have that level of detail with me either. We can take that on notice. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you. Finally, what measurable reduction in water main failures is 
expected during 2026-27 as a result of the investment? 
 
Ms Yau: If I may speak more broadly to that first, as we look at our water mains and 
the impact on water main bursts, if you like, one of the key pieces I mentioned there 
around the variability of climate is that, in the ACT in particular, when we do find that 
we are going through drier periods, it is then that those tree roots really are trying to 
find water, and so we do have tree root incursions into our water assets. What that can 
then lead to are water main bursts, which is what we are talking about here. So, pretty 
much, as we look at our forward program of works, there is not only planned 
maintenance but also reactive maintenance too. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you 
 
THE CHAIR: Ms Carrick? 
 
MS CARRICK: I want to ask about the retirement villages. They have increasing 
charges due to the way Icon Water categorises the charge for each flushing fixture. If 
you have in excess of two flushing fixtures, it is calculated across the whole village, so 
anything above two is charged. Why are retirement villages treated like that? The 
charge adds up to be quite significant. 
 
Ms Yau: Thank you for the question. I will speak more broadly first just to explain our 
flushing fixtures charge. It actually applies consistently across everybody, so it is not 
just retirement villages. One thing is that the Independent Competition and Regulatory 
Commission, the ICRC, which is our price regulator, is actively looking, at the moment, 
at wastewater tariffs and reviewing those, and the flushing fixture charge is part of that 
review. 
 
MS CARRICK: Does that mean that retirement villages might not end up being 
charged for every flushing fixture above two in the whole of a retirement village? 
 
Ms Yau: As the ICRC look at that, they are looking at whether they do revisit or not 
having flushing fixture charges, or whether to do something different. The actual 
wastewater tariff, and whether to do something different, is actively being looked at, 
which may well mean changes across the board. 
 
MS CARRICK: When is that due to report? 
 
Ms Yau: I do not have that timeline with me at the moment. 
 
MS CARRICK: Can you take that on notice and tell us when it is due to report? 
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Ms Yau: Yes, we can take that on notice. 
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Cocks? 
 
MR COCKS: I want to go to a question around borrowings. Table 4 on page 182, of 
budget statements B, forecast Icon Water’s borrowings at $2.517 billion across both 
current and non-current liabilities. That is a $418 million increase compared with the 
2025-26 outcome—19.928 per cent is what I calculate that increase at. What specific 
projects necessitate near enough a 20 per cent increase in borrowings?  
 
Ms Yau: Thank you for that question. If I may, I will explain how our borrowings work, 
as well as speak to what is happening with our profile there. All of our funding does 
come via ACT government Treasury, and we also provide a 100 per cent dividend 
policy, so all of that goes back into government via our voting shareholders. In terms 
of what our funding is for, our funding, not only is there to fund our operations— 
 
MR COCKS: Sorry, just noting the time—what specific projects are we talking about 
for those borrowings?  
 
Ms Yau: The answer is not project specific. Our borrowings increase because of our 
water and sewerage needs, or, in fact, ActewAGL, so Evoenergy, obtains their costs via 
Icon Water as well. So, what you have got in there is a blend of Icon Water needs as 
well as ActewAGL needs in there. There is a mix of reasons.  
 
MR COCKS: Can you maybe take on notice to provide a breakdown of— 
 
Ms Yau: To provide more commentary? Yes, we will take the question on notice.  
 
MR COCKS: Thank you.  
 
Ms Yau: Thank you.  
 
MR COCKS: That is actually $236.2 million higher than what was forecast 12 months 
ago. When was the revised borrowings forecast approved by the board, and when was 
it communicated to the shareholders and Treasury? 
 
Ms Yau: Each year, we take to our board our budget for approval, and that includes the 
year to come, as well as the three years after that. It is what we call our statement of 
corporate intent for the one plus three years—four years in total. That budget approval 
includes what our borrowings ask will be for the subsequent period. That happens in 
May each year. The Icon Water board approves that. We have close liaison with ACT 
Treasury, in terms of what our forward needs are, and we work through it with them.  
 
MR COCKS: Why do we see this very large increase in borrowings? Also, it results in 
an extra $176 million in cash. 
 
Ms Yau: In terms of why there is the increase in this period of our corporate life, if you 
like, one of our biggest projects at the moment is our bioreactor project, which is our 
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secondary treatment plant upgrade at our main wastewater treatment plant. That is a 
$500 million project, which has really begun in haste probably in the last 12-ish 
months—all the earthworks, relocating the services there. A lot of our costs that we 
have incurred this year, that you are seeing, which are driving the borrowing increase, 
are linked to that project, from a water and sewerage perspective.  
 
MR COCKS: Wouldn’t that have been known 12 months ago, with the last budget?  
 
Ms Yau: Yes, the project would have been known, but, as we progress through, we 
firm up. If you think of our budget cycle, naturally, that is quite a bit further back, in 
terms of approval versus when we then start the year, versus when we actually 
experience the year itself. The project would have been there, but the actual cost of the 
project and the timeline for that, and therefore the profile of the spend, would be firming 
up as time progresses.  
 
MR COCKS: Please help me to understand this. The project lands in the statement of 
intent, and the budget, before you actually know what the costs are?  
 
Ms Yau: Let me reframe; apologies. When we build our statement of corporate intent, 
within that, we have budget assumptions. Those assumptions include what our needs 
are, both from a capital lens as well as from an operating lens. Naturally, as time plays 
out, those assumptions may well shift.  
 
MR COCKS: You said that it is now a $500 million project; is that right? 
 
Ms Yau: That is right.  
 
MR COCKS: What has the increase been in that project? Why is that the thing that 
necessitates carrying an extra $176 million in cash?  
 
Ms Yau: I will ask Virat Behla, our Acting Chief Financial Officer, to come to the 
table. He can speak more to the cash piece there, because that is a slightly different 
reason.  
 
Mr Behla: I confirm that I have read and understand the privilege statement. Adding 
to what Joy has been saying, there are two components of why the budget changed and 
why we have the cash that seems excessive in nature. As part of looking at our future 
investment program, that is a tripling of what we have previously spent. We are also 
looking at financial sustainability, off a balance sheet, and how best to borrow in a more 
sufficient and effective way. We are working with ACT Treasury to see what the most 
effective way of borrowing is.  
 
As we developed a 10- to 20-year outlook up-front, we found that we have peaks of 
refinancing debt, and high risk because of refinancing. For example, this year, when the 
global geopolitical war happened, interest rates went up to five or six per cent. If we 
were to refinance a large amount of debt—say, what we are seeing in the future is about 
$800 million maturing, that we have to refinance—doing it in these peaks would be 
quite risky, because our pricing does not allow us to change our interest rates based on 
debt.  
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We looked at 2028 having a really high borrowing rate. We have to borrow $800 
million, which is a high risk, from an interest rate risk mitigation point of view. We 
worked with ACT Treasury to break up the financing of the debt into three components. 
We are bringing about $400 million of debt forward. That is the change that means we 
have to bring $200 million of debt forward into the 2027 financial year. We can break 
the debt refinancing in the future into chunkable repayments that are more uniform and 
match our pricing regulatory framework, which allows us to borrow about 10 per cent 
of our borrowings every year. If we match that, our pricing reflects that. If you do not 
have equal components maturing at the same time, we have a mismatch between our 
regulatory framework and how we fund it.  
 
MR COCKS: Instead, you are carrying debt for an even longer period; you are carrying 
it earlier than you need to?  
 
Mr Behla: That is right. We invest that in term deposits. Because we have similar 
ratings to the ACT government, the actual cost is quite minimal, because we invest in 
term deposits in short-term rolling periods. We worked with ACT Treasury and banking 
experts to see what the most effective way to manage risk was and ensure that the costs 
were effective. This was what the recommendation was. That is part of the capital 
structure review that we have undertaken.  
 
MR COCKS: This is basically because you are worried there will be even higher 
borrowing costs, if you leave it until the future?  
 
Mr Behla: There are two things. The first is that we want to align with our regulatory 
pricing framework, which allows us to recover the cost of debt in a uniform chunk; so 
you are matching your cost to that. You improve price agency for your customers, 
because you are matching that. The second one is a foreign exchange risk, if these 
events happen and you have to refinance large things. During the GFC, this was an 
issue: businesses could not refinance debt, repay debt, because the market just shut 
down during such events. If you were able to, you were paying a premium. From a 
broad and governance point of view, it is prudent and efficient to smooth out your debt, 
so that you do not have these big refinancing risks. 
 
MR COCKS: Could you confirm for me that all of this debt is essentially interest only? 
You will be refinancing the full amount of— 
 
Mr Behla: Yes, so— 
 
MR COCKS: There will not be any reduction in the debt as a result of this process?  
 
Mr Behla: We look at the 20-year cashflow, as we said, to see whether that is the case, 
and when we are looking at our capital program. We do recover the cost of this debt 
and for the assets, over the life of the assets. With respect to what we have looked at for 
the future 20 years, we can clearly see that our investments are higher than what we are 
getting from our revenue recovery. In the next 20 years, we do not see any repayment 
of that debt. If you look forward, 60 or 20 years, as we recover— 
 
MR COCKS: Did you just say that you have spent more than you will actually recover 
in revenue?  
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Mr Behla: From a capital investment point of view, we build assets. We are building 
assets for Canberra for the next 60 years, so we will invest higher, and we will recover 
over the life of the assets, which are normally 60 to 80 years. Because they are long-
life assets, and that is how we recover that, in the short term, we have to borrow to fund 
these capital investments. Revenue is recovered over 60 to 80 years of the life of the 
asset. That is how the pricing regulatory in utilities normally works. What we try to 
predict, with more certainty, is what the next 10 to 20 years look like. Based on that, 
we do not see any repayments of that debt, so there is a continuing need to refinance 
and grow the debt.  
 
MR COCKS: But at the same time, you will be sending dividends back to the 
government?  
 
Mr Behla: As per the regulatory framework, we are a territory-owned corporation that 
has to provide a return on equity. We do earn that return. That is to help pay for the 
interest costs and provide a return on the equity that the government has provided to set 
up the business.  
 
THE CHAIR: We will wrap it up there. On behalf of the committee, I thank you for 
your attendance today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your 
answers to the committee secretary within five business days of receiving the 
uncorrected proof Hansard. Thank you very much for attending today.  
 
Hearing suspended from 10.31 to 10.46 am  
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Appearances: 
 
Steel, Mr Chris, Treasurer, Minister for Planning and Sustainable Development, 

Minister for Heritage and Minister for Transport 
Stephen-Smith, Ms Rachel, Minister for Health, Minister for Mental Health, Minister 

for Finance and Minister for the Public Service 
 
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate 

Campbell, Mr Russ, Acting Head of Service and Under Treasurer, Treasury 
Dowdell, Ms Michelle, Acting Under Treasurer, Treasury 
Austin, Mr Scott, Executive Group Manager, Finance and Budget, Treasury 
Pirie, Mr Mitch, Executive Group Manager, Economic and Financial, Treasury  
Visser, Mr Riaan, Acting Executive Group Manager, Goods and Services, 

Procurement ACT, Treasury 
Holmes, Ms Lisa, Executive Group Manager, Revenue Management Group, 

Treasury, and Commissioner for ACT Revenue 
Black, Mr Damian, Acting Executive Branch Manager, ACT Insurance Authority 
Roberts, Mr Chris, PSM, Executive Branch Manager, Macroeconomics, Modelling 

and Federal Financial Relations, Treasury 
 
THE CHAIR: Welcome back to the public hearings for the Select Committee on 
Estimates 2026-2027. We welcome Mr Chris Steel, Treasurer, and Ms Rachel Stephen-
Smith, Minister for Finance, and officials. Please note that, as witnesses, you are 
protected by parliamentary privilege and bound by its obligations. You must tell the 
truth, as giving false or misleading evidence will be treated as a serious matter and may 
be considered contempt of the Assembly.  
 
As we are not inviting opening statements, we will now proceed to questions. My first 
question is to the Treasurer. Has Treasury provided advice on when the territory’s total 
borrowings—not the net debt, but the territory’s total borrowings—will actually be 
reduced? 
 
Mr Steel: I will invite Treasury officials to come to the table. Obviously. we have set 
out the medium-term projections in this budget for the first time. There is an attachment 
that was published, so we can certainly talk to that.  
 
Ms Dowdell: We regularly provide advice to government on what the current 
borrowings are, the expected future borrowings and when those return. As the Treasurer 
said, for the first time we published the medium-term projections that include total 
territory debt.  
 
THE CHAIR: The 2029-30 surplus is only $150 million, which is equivalent to just 
0.486 per cent of the total territory borrowings. In that same year, total territory 
borrowings actually increase. Where in this budget is there any credible plan to pay that 
debt back? 
 
Mr Steel: The fiscal strategy and the updated targets highlight that the priority areas 
for the government are fiscal sustainability of the budget. Clearly, budgeting for a cash 
operating surplus this financial year, in the budget year, is a key milestone that we need 
to target, and that will see us achieve a more sustainable budget position, and an HNOB 
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return to budget and an HNOB balance in surplus over the forward estimates.  
 
That, of course, helps to fund part of the infrastructure program with cash, and not just 
borrowings. Also, over time—I think that is what is shown in the medium-term 
projections—it puts the budget in a sustainable position, to the point where we pay 
down the unfunded superannuation liability in around 2035. Of course, that frees up a 
considerable amount of expenditure at that point, which will then allow the territory to 
focus on other things, including paying down debt.  
 
THE CHAIR: Again, where is that credible plan? 
 
Mr Steel: It is set out in the fiscal strategy in the budget outlook.  
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, on page 32 of the budget outlook, you say that the government 
is focused on consolidating and reducing the territory’s debt, but Saul Eslake pointed 
out that cash surpluses, not just operating cash surpluses, would be required for that. 
The budget shows, on a total territory basis, that the government will not achieve a cash 
surplus anywhere in the forward estimates, and the GGS cash surplus does not occur 
until 2029-30, which is after the next election. That is just $115 million—0.486 per cent 
of total territory borrowings. Are you committed to achieving that specific cash surplus, 
even though that would mean not funding any of the non-ongoing initiatives that are 
currently in the budget? 
 
Mr Steel: I do not accept the premise of the question. In each budget, we will consider 
the priorities that we need to consider, including using the revenue side of the budget 
to support those, which we have done in this budget. You are assuming that government 
just spends money and does not necessarily raise revenue to be able to support priorities. 
 
MR COCKS: I am not assuming. I am working through the numbers you have in the 
budget.  
 
Mr Steel: We have set out what the priorities are, in terms of the targets that we would 
like to achieve in the fiscal strategy, which is much more specific and measurable, and 
it was informed by Mr Eslake’s report.  
 
MR COCKS: In addition to the budget, as it is written, being dependent on not funding 
any of the non-ongoing initiatives, it would also depend on not adding any further 
spending to deliver the outstanding election commitments that have not been 
incorporated in the budget so far. Which of those will you abandon—the surplus or your 
election commitments? Or are you just relying on an even higher increase in taxes than 
is currently built into the budget? 
 
Mr Steel: No. A large majority of our costed election commitments have been delivered 
in the first two budgets of this term, so I do not accept the premise at all that we— 
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, you and the Chief Minister have both said that there are 
election commitments yet to be included in the budget. There is a whole list of non-
ongoing— 
 
Mr Steel: I have also said that there are provisions in the budget for particular projects. 
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When we go to each budget, we will consider what the priorities are for the community. 
Delivering our election commitments is a priority for the government. There are also a 
range of other needs that come to light that we need to address. In this budget, we 
particularly need to address pressures coming out of the war in the Middle East, for 
example. We will need to manage those, and we will look at both sides of the budget to 
do that.  
 
MR COCKS: That is not what this question is about, Treasurer. If you are indicating 
there are offsets, what are you planning to cut?  
 
Mr Steel: I did not indicate that we were cutting anything at all. We are looking at both 
sides of the budget to make sure that we are continuing to meet the fiscal strategy and 
delivering on our election commitments. We will do that in each budget to make sure 
that the decisions that we make are responsible.  
 
MR COCKS: Just to be clear, will you achieve the $115 million cash surplus that you 
say you will achieve, on a GGS-only basis, in that final year of the budget? 
 
Mr Steel: That is what is currently forecast. We will continue to update the budget 
forecast in every budget review and budget going forward. But the targets that we have 
set out are outlined in the fiscal strategy.  
 
MR EMERSON: I have a question about procurement. I have been asking about how 
much government spending is going to small and medium-sized enterprises based in 
the ACT and surrounding region. I received a response to a question on notice saying 
that the ACT government does not centrally record territory entity procurement spend 
in that area. That was question on notice 905 from the Assembly. I am wondering why 
that is the case—why there is not a centralised tracking of government spend.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I will hand over to Procurement ACT in a moment. I think that 
question on notice indicated that directorates are responsible for implementing the 
procurement framework. All the tenders, contracts, are available online for contracts of 
more than $25,000. There is a lot of information that is publicly available. An additional 
process to bring information from directorates into the centre requires more resources 
to deliver something that might be useful for you, Mr Emerson, but, for public servants 
doing their work—  
 
MR EMERSON: I would think it would be helpful for the government to know 
whether their procurement policies are working or not.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: We just talked about the constrained fiscal environment that we 
are in. More people doing more administrative work, rather than delivering essential 
services, is a challenge. Each directorate manages their own procurement within the 
procurement framework. I will hand over to Procurement ACT to talk about what we 
do to support directorates to deliver on the policies of the government around 
supporting local industry procurement. Of course, we made some changes to the 
legislation earlier this year to ensure that it was easier for directorates to undertake 
direct procurement with local providers.  
 
MR EMERSON: Before you do that, I am keen to focus specifically on the tracking 



PROOF 
 

Estimates—27-07-2026 P625 Mr C Steel, Ms R Stephen-Smith 
 and others 

of procurement expenditure and how that occurs to ensure that changes like the change 
introduced and passed through the Assembly earlier this year actually translate in 
practice into the outcomes that the government intends to see.  
 
Mr Visser: I have read and understood the privilege statement. Is it worthwhile for me 
to give an overview, Mr Emerson?  
 
MR EMERSON: No, that is okay. We have a lot of people in a long session. 
 
Mr Visser: The notifiable contracts register is the area where all of that spend is tracked. 
We can go in and assess after a period, to see what spend went to small and medium 
enterprises. With the amendments that came into place from 1 July, we have also 
updated our contract notification form. We now request entities to clearly stipulate if 
an enterprise is Canberra region SME status and/or Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander business status. We have brought in extra measures to more clearly track that 
status from 1 July.  
 
MR EMERSON: I note that, in response to that question, I was helpfully provided with 
the number or the percentage of—I do not know if it was contracts or expenditure that 
went to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander entities for each government entity. That 
is being tracked, but is the answer that each entity is not tracking its own ACT-based 
SME spend? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: You are only talking about ACT SME spend, not all ACT 
businesses? 
 
MR EMERSON: Yes, ACT and surrounding region—whatever the language is in their 
legislation that allows for those direct tenders. I think it is “Canberra region-based 
SMEs” or something to that effect—whether that is being tracked by each government 
entity in the same way that they are tracking their expenditure through Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander entities. 
 
Mr Visser: I cannot talk for the entities themselves, but they have access to our 
contracts register, if they wish to track it. 
 
MR EMERSON: Is this something that the government might consider or is 
considering as an area of reform—to track the expenditure or require each government 
entity to track it, so that it can be provided centrally, as a way of testing whether the 
government’s procurement policies are delivering on their aims? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: That is something we can consider. We would have to do that in 
the context of how much resource it would take to undertake that work. It is important—
this may have been included in the response to the question on notice—to recognise 
that, while we do have this specific support for local and regional small and medium 
businesses, that is not necessarily a good indicator of the impact of ACT government 
procurement on the local economy, because some businesses are not registered in the 
ACT, but they will have an office in the ACT, and the procurement will be local to an 
office that is based in the ACT and to workers who are based in the ACT.  
 
We can look at tracking that spend by the identified local and regional small and 
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medium businesses, but we will have to consider that in the context of how much 
resource it would take to do that, and whether that is the best use of that public service 
resource.  
 
MR EMERSON: Have any targets been set? I understand that, federally, there are 
percentage targets. I believe it is not only a percentage of total contracts, but also a 
percentage of the value of total contracts that is supposed to be targeted towards SMEs. 
Does the ACT government have targets of that nature?  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I do not believe so.  
 
Ms Dowdell: No, we do not. 
 
MR EMERSON: The other question that I have been asking along the way is about 
the crossover. Something that I hear from some Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
businesses based in the ACT is that they are really struggling to compete with non-
ACT-based or Canberra-region-based Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander entities. Is 
any consideration being given to the overlap, which is to say whether we could better 
support local Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander businesses through government 
procurement?  
 
Mr Campbell: There has been some feedback that we have received to that effect. 
Whilst it has not got to the stage of advice to ministers, it is definitely something where, 
within Procurement ACT, we are considering what possible steps might be taken. The 
trick, though, is to work out how you would identify and have someone register, and 
who would be the person that would make the determination. A reasonable amount of 
work would need to occur for that to be given effect to. I know Procurement ACT is 
working with other jurisdictions to understand how they might achieve similar 
objectives. Suffice to say, it is certainly being considered.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: One of the other elements of that—and this is something that sits 
in the Chief Minister’s portfolio, in the economic development piece—is that there is 
specific business development support for local Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
businesses. There is certainly an effort made to support, not just in ACT government 
procurement but more broadly, the development of local Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander businesses.  
 
I have had the same feedback. When the new arrangements come into effect from the 
direct approach pathway from 1 July, I am hoping that that will see a difference. 
Obviously, it is often those smaller contracts that local Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander businesses and, indeed, local SMEs, are really well placed to deliver. But if 
each of those requires an open tender at the moment, and a tender assessment process, 
that is something that might be challenging for a lot of local businesses to compete in, 
because it takes time to do that work. It will be interesting to see if we continue to get 
that feedback after these new arrangements are in place.  
 
Mr Campbell: I would also mention that, with respect to the small business area, the 
ACT government is funding the Badji organisation to support small businesses in going 
through the procurement process. There is extra support through that channel.  
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Ms Stephen-Smith: Apologies; I thought that was in the economic development 
portfolio, but I am clearly not across my AAs in that space!  
 
MR EMERSON: I understand that Supply Nation are accredited to say, “Yes, you’re 
an Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander entity.” It is not up to them to determine where 
you are based. We are, obviously, tracking which SMEs are based in the Canberra 
region, because of that sole select pathway. Wouldn’t it be a simple matter of doing a 
cross-reference between those two databases and saying, “Okay, you’re approved by 
Supply Nation and you’re based in the Canberra region”? 
 
Mr Campbell: Certainly, as part of the tagging that Mr Visser was talking about, that 
will be something we can collect, as we go through. It is about saying: where on the 
register can you point to that I can select from as a procuring entity in the territory? 
That is the bit that still needs to be worked through.  
 
MR EMERSON: I suppose my concern is that, even with those new measures that 
came in on 1 July, they are still separate. You can either go direct to an Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander entity or a Canberra based SME, but there is not a pathway 
specifically to select a Canberra-based Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander SME.  
 
Mr Campbell: No, I understand that. All I can say—I cannot say much more at this 
stage—is that we are considering these issues.  
 
MR EMERSON: It is being looked at; thank you. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I have a question for the Revenue Office about rental bonds. Given 
the cost of living and the challenging rental market, it can be quite expensive for 
someone to have a new rental bond to access another rental, whilst they still have an 
existing rental bond with their existing property. Do you have any data on how many 
tenants currently have a bond lodged with one property, while simultaneously lodging 
a bond with a second property?  
 
Ms Holmes: I will have to take that on notice.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Fair enough. What is the average time between a tenant vacating 
the property and receiving their bond refund?  
 
Ms Holmes: Once again, I will have to take that on notice.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Fair enough. Housing ACT has a rental bond help program, which 
offers an interest-free loan for bonds. Do you know how many people are accessing 
this?  
 
Ms Dowdell: That would be a matter for Housing ACT.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. Has the government given any consideration to having a 
portable bond scheme, as has been implemented in Victoria, where a renter can transfer 
their bond money from the current rental property to their new rental property, avoiding 
the need to have essentially two bonds worth of money raised?  
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Ms Dowdell: I think that would be—I will struggle with my AAs—a matter for the 
relevant policy agency. The Revenue Office is the operational side of that. That would 
be— 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Is the minister therefore responsible for that particular question?  
 
Ms Dowdell: No, I think that is a matter for the minister for housing—rental bond 
transferability.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I do not think so. We might take that question on notice.  
 
Ms Dowdell: We will take it on notice and find the relevant agency. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you very much.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Treasurer, last week we discussed tax reforms and the 
intersection with other work that has been happening, such as the planning reform work 
that the government is undertaking. The conversation was limited to the impact on first 
homebuyers. Can you please expand on that intersection? It reads like a rather large 
piece of work; then I have a couple of questions about LVCs.  
 
Mr Steel: I will invite Mitch Pirie to come to the table to provide some further 
information. In addition to first homebuyers, we are also expanding the conveyance 
duty remission to pensioners, so that pensioners can purchase any home, and they will 
see a full stamp duty remission; also, NDIS participants. There is also, of course, the 
cohort that are purchasing off-the-plan units or turnkey units. I will hand over to Mr 
Pirie to provide some further information.  
 
Mr Pirie: In terms of those stamp duty concessions that the government is providing, 
the income and property price caps for first homebuyers have been removed. Owner-
occupier and occupier purchasers of turnkey and off-the-plan units will not pay any 
stamp duty.  
 
The Treasurer mentioned that there are concessions now for homebuyers who are 
eligible for the Disability Duty Concession Scheme; they will not pay any stamp duty. 
The Pensioner Duty Concession Scheme will be expanded to service pension recipients 
with a permanent incapacity to work. Department of Veterans’ Affairs gold card holders 
will no longer require a 12-month waiting period. In addition, with the concession for 
turnkey units, which the Treasurer mentioned, the time limit on that is eligibility limited 
to two years from unit titling, restricted to the first occupier, and the exemption is 
limited to purchases directly from developers.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: With the LVC and how it works with or against missing 
middle development, is the LVC a barrier to missing middle work or is it going to help 
to increase supply? Where does that sit in that policy work?  
 
Mr Steel: It is being considered as part of the broader housing policy approach. We 
know that the cost of LVC is part of the overall project cost for a development, but often 
it is already factored into the price of the land, so it forms part of the value of the land. 
It may be that more developments get over the threshold of being feasible and are able 
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to be taken forward as a result of the temporary remission. It will effectively bring 
forward housing development during the period that the remission exists. I will hand 
over to some economists to be able to talk through the LVC and what it might mean for 
the housing market.  
 
Mr Pirie: With the lease variation charge itself, there have been a number of reviews 
over the years. It is considered to be quite an efficient tax. The argument is that it does 
not tax normal returns to investment; it only taxes windfall gains associated with 
variation to leases, which is where, essentially, a stroke of the pen suddenly increases 
development rights for a plot of land, and its values increase accordingly.  
 
It is generally considered to be a very good tax in that regard, in that it has minimal 
impact on investment decisions. However, at the margin, in property markets like we 
find ourselves in at the moment, which is being challenged by high interest rates and 
broader, high construction costs, the remission that the Treasurer just mentioned does 
help to bring down the overall cost of the development and, potentially, improve its 
overall viability and bring forward activity that may have otherwise happened a few 
years further down the track.  
 
As I said, in itself, it is considered to be a very good tax. A number of other jurisdictions 
have undertaken reviews and highlighted the benefits of the territory’s lease variation 
charge system in ensuring that the community gets a share of windfall gains that accrue 
from variations or changes to development rights.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The final question is more broadly about the tax reforms 
and them working with or against planning reforms. Is there going to be, or have you 
forecast, significant—or any—revenue loss to the budget from the tax reform changes? 
Is it going to be balanced, or are we going to be making more money through an increase 
in activity? What does the forecast look like?  
 
Mr Steel: Last week we touched on the quite conservative forecast that Treasury has 
provided in relation to the remission for LVC—the 50 per cent remission on the 
codified lease variation charge. We have been pretty clear that we do not know the 
number of homes that will be delivered under the missing middle housing reform. It 
unlocks that type of option across thousands of blocks of land across the ACT, so it is 
a very broad reform, but it will it will depend on a range of factors including market 
capacity as to whether that is taken up. The LVC remission will obviously encourage 
lessees to take up that opportunity and builders to take up those projects.  
 
In terms of what has been forecast in the budget measure, I will hand over to the 
Treasury to talk to that.  
 
Ms Dowdell: While Mr Pirie is looking for that, I think overall the tax reform has been 
designed to be revenue neutral. There are changes to the composition and there were 
provisions made for that tax reform. So the overall tax reform program is revenue 
neutral. I think when we got to the costing for LVC, in some ways a cost to budget is 
costed on revenue that we currently receive that we no longer will receive, because this 
is future revenue that may have been received. It does not have a direct cost. But, as the 
Treasurer said, it will provide greater incentives to undertake that activity, and that may 
have broader revenue implications for the territory through increased properties, 
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increased rates, but offset with the conveyance duty exemptions. So overall, it is 
uncertain as to where it will be, but it really is about unlocking that investment in those 
housing supplies.  
 
Mr Steel: So it is possible that if we see large numbers of new missing housing projects 
then we will have to obviously look at forecasts in budget review and future budgets to 
update revenue forecasting based on that number. So we will be monitoring it. 
Obviously, we are less than a month into the reforms being enacted, so it is a bit 
uncertain as to what will happen. But we have seen pretty positive signs from other 
cities that have done that kind of reform. So, yes, it is possible that we may see 
potentially higher revenue, but at this stage that cannot be forecast in the budget. It is 
fairly conservative.  
 
Mr Pirie: Yes. I apologise; it took me some time to find it. The measure description is 
on page 86. As the Treasurer and Acting Under Treasurer have mentioned, the 
additional revenue is expected to be relatively modest in the first instance, but we would 
always—as part of updating our economic forecasts through subsequent budget 
processes—have a look at what market conditions are doing. If there is an upside—or 
downside, for that matter—we would update the estimates accordingly.  
 
Mr Steel: I think the other thing with LVC revenue is that it can be deferred, and so the 
revenue is therefore deferred to later years. But each new dwelling that is created will 
attract rates, and so there may be an effect on rates, be it relatively small in the context 
of the broader rates base. So it may have a range of effects and, of course, residential 
conveyance duty as well. Now investors are purchasing the new missing middle homes, 
and they will be paying stamp duty but for owner-occupiers then they have got that 
opportunity to access the stamp duty remission. 
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, on that description on page 86 of the “Missing Middle LVC 
remission and LVC review” there is a statement: 
 

This initiative is supported by the 2026-27 Budget initiative Reducing stamp duty 
for owner-occupiers … 

 
Mr Steel: The stamp duty remission— 
 
MR COCKS: In terms of the support. It says here that this initiative is supported. Does 
that mean that there is revenue from the other?  
 
Mr Steel: No, I think it means that the two are linked in the sense that they are 
complementary. So we have got demand-side measures of stamp duty remissions for 
people purchasing those new off-the-plan, turnkey, missing middle units as 
owner-occupiers. And we are also supporting new missing middle homes on the supply 
side through missing middle housing reforms and the LVC remission. So more missing 
middle housing homes and more people, hopefully, to buy them.  
 
MR COCKS: Page 81 of the budget outlook describes that initiative called 
“Sustainable revenue - general rates”. The description of that initiative says that 
residential rates bills will be capped at a five per cent increase, and commercial general 
rates at eight per cent. Treasurer, this initiative is just a revenue increase. A cap cannot 
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generate $28 million of extra revenue. What is the actual policy decision that generates 
the revenue shown against this initiative? 
 
Ms Dowdell: So the measure is that there is an increase in the tax, the rateable factor 
for the tax for rates, but there is a limit to how much that increase has been applied, and 
that funding is being used to offset the staff duty reductions.  
 
MR COCKS: Okay. So is the actual operative decision that this initiative generates 
revenue through increasing general rates by eight per cent.  
 
Ms Dowdell: So there is an increase in the general rates rating factors, but on average 
that increase is no more than five per cent of the total rates bill for residential, and no 
more than— 
 
MR COCKS: Sorry, that is the total rates bill. But is this specific initiative, is the 
operative decision here increasing general rates by on average eight per cent in 26-27, 
instead of the roughly 4.75 per cent increase that was included in the previous forward 
estimates? 
 
Mr Steel: Yes, but it was offset by the abolition of the health levy, which was another 
decision that was taken in the budget, which means that average rates bill will be offset 
against— 
 
MR COCKS: No, sorry, there is no offset in this initiative. 
 
Mr Steel: It’s a separate initiative.  
 
Ms Dowdell: Yes. So when you take all of the sustainable revenue measures together, 
those that relate to the rates bill, so there are a number of elements on the rates bill— 
 
MR COCKS: Yes. I am really trying to focus on this initiative.  
 
Mr Steel: So you are cherry-picking, basically, is what you are saying.  
 
MR COCKS: No, I am trying to understand what this initiative is, Treasurer, because 
the initiative description also states that: 
 

The Government has progressed tax reform by offsetting any general rates increase 
above WPI with reductions in conveyance duty … 

 
Now, it looks like the offset for that comes from a provision for tax reform that was 
already in place through last year’s forward estimates. Is that wrong?  
 
Ms Dowdell: No, it is a combination of the provision and the increase in rates.  
 
MR COCKS: Okay. Because what I am trying to get my head around is you have said 
that any general rates increases above WPI will be offset by reductions in conveyance 
duty, but, by my calculations, the above-WPI component rises $40.9 million in 2026-
27, $46.4 million in the following year, $48 million in the year after and 50 million the 
following year.  



PROOF 
 

Estimates—27-07-2026 P632 Mr C Steel, Ms R Stephen-Smith 
 and others 

 
Now, if you think those are wrong, I am happy for you to come back on notice and let 
me know. But the only conveyance duty initiative reduces revenue by 17 million in the 
first year, 17 million in the following, 17 and a half, 18 million. So even giving credit 
for every dollar of that measure, you are collecting an extra, I think, $185 million 
through above-WPI rates increases and only returning 69.7 million. So isn’t this 
fundamentally tax maximisation dressed up as tax reform because it is not being 
returned the way you said it would be? 
 
Mr Steel: No, the initiative specifically says that we will also take some revenue. On 
page 81 it says: 
 

This will increase own-source revenue to sustainably deliver public services and 
infrastructure for the Canberra community. 

 
So yes, we have taken revenue measures in the budget to support public services and 
infrastructure, in addition to delivering tax reform, in addition to delivering the range 
of commitments that we have made. 
 
MR COCKS: Thank you, Treasurer. The implication very clearly in this measure is 
that the increase in revenue is the WPI increase component not the above-WPI 
component; is that incorrect? 
 
Mr Steel: And the initiative clearly says that this will increase own source revenue to 
sustainably deliver public services and infrastructure. 
 
MR COCKS: But it is above wage price index— 
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Cocks, we will have to move on. 
 
Mr Steel: So we are doing that at the same time as delivering tax reform. 
 
MS CLAY: Thank you, Chair.  
 
On the LVC original question, I think, Treasurer, you told us last week that the 
$2 million revenue forgone was based on 40 homes for missing middle? 
 
Mr Steel: That was not me, but it was an official, yes. 
 
MS CLAY: Yes, excellent. Somebody told us that; that is great. I just want to know, 
was that based on the expected number of DAs of a particular type and scale. Did you 
model that?  
 
Mr Steel: We can take that one on notice—unless you want to provide some further 
information? 
 
Mr Pirie: I think we will take it on notice. My team work closely with CED officials 
and it is a conservative estimate, but we can take that on notice and provide further 
detail. 
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MS CLAY: On notice would be great, yes. Yes, that would be great. 
 
Mr Steel: Obviously, we hope that more homes are delivered. But, given the 
uncertainty, it has been modelled fairly conservatively. I think we will obviously see 
the data coming through now that the reforms are in place, and that would give a greater 
sense to then inform forecasting going forward, and I am sure future years forecasts 
will be far more certain that the one provided in this budget. 
 
MS CLAY: Than the first one, yes; understood. You are reviewing LVC. Have you 
started discussions with industry about that? What is your plan for that review? 
 
Mr Steel: Yes, we have started discussions with industry. I have participated in a 
roundtable with the broader construction industry and that also included valuers, who 
provided some interesting insights. So that is being led by CED, but Treasury is also 
involved in those discussions as well. 
 
MS CLAY: Excellent. Will you be holding the roundtable? Have you got a map of 
work to work out how you do your review? 
 
Mr Steel: I have held the roundtable. We have held it, but we will be undertaking 
further work now and further developing up policy options. There are a range of 
different issues that it is looking at. We have heard that further codification may be 
useful in providing a certain round of LVC for a greater range of developments. The 
V1, V2 methodology can be uncertain in terms of what developers may have to pay 
upfront and what they get back from the revenue office may be different to what they 
have factored into their business case for their project and so codification may provide 
them with greater certainty upfront about what they need to pay for a certain type of 
development or a certain scale of development. So we are looking at that option as well, 
and whether there would be the option to choose between codifications or a V1, V2 
arrangement.  
 
There are a whole range of different other issues that we want to discuss with them 
around inclusionary zoning and whether there could be the opportunity through, for 
example, developer agreements to deliver outcomes in terms of new social housing or  
indeed other community and recreation facilities—that piece of work is happening—as 
well as looking at using LVC as a potential lever to enable those sorts of outcomes. So 
yes, there is further work happening there but nothing to announce at this point in time.  
 
MS CLAY: That all sounds very promising. I think the codification for the Molonglo 
Group for example will be excellent, and that sounds like a lot of great factors going 
into that review. Will you be going out to the community for consultation on any 
changes at some point for input from people outside of industry? 
 
Mr Steel: Possibly. It is at a fairly early stage at this point so we will have to see what 
opportunities there could be. Some of it may potentially involve legislative change as 
well depending on the changes that are being contemplated.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Just before you go to Mr Cocks’s substantive, Chair, if I can just 
interrupt to say in response to Mr Braddock’s question, the responsibility for rental 
bonds policy sits with the Attorney-General and the Residential Tenancy Act, for which 
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she is currently responsible under the AAT. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you for clarifying.  
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, page 37 of the budget outlook contains the statement that: 
 

Forecast net debt is expected to be lower over the Budget and two forward 
estimates before a marginal increase in the final year of the estimates period. Net 
financial liabilities are expected to be higher than the 2025-26 Budget Review. 

 
Now, isn’t that statement false given that net debt rises by $1.586 billion between 26-27 
and 29-30, or by $2.98 billion from the 25-26 estimated outcome? 
 
Mr Steel: I will hand over to Treasury to provide some further clarification on that 
point, but obviously changes were made to the infrastructure program and that has 
resulted in changes to net debt levels that were forecast in the last budget. So I think the 
statement is referring to the relative change between the one budget to another. 
 
MR COCKS: Okay, but that is not what the statement says.  
 
Ms Dowdell: I might get you to repeat the question, but the statement reflects the net 
debt line that is published in table 3.1.2 which shows that—sorry, can you repeat the 
question? 
 
MR COCKS: Okay. You have got the statement: 
 

Forecast net debt is expected to be lower over the Budget and two forward 
estimates before a marginal increase in the final year of the estimates period. Net 
financial liabilities are expected to be higher than the 2025-26 Budget Review. 

 
But net debt rises by $1.586 billion between 26-27 and 29-30, or if you compare that to 
the 2025-2026 estimated outcome, the rise is $2.98 billion.  
 
Mr Steel: Yes, I think it is relative to the previous statement and I just refer you to the 
previous levels of net debt which were actually higher in 26-27 and 27-28 compared to 
this budget. We are going to be 12.6 billion in 26-27 and then going to be 12.48 billion 
in this budget and then similarly 27-28, 13.2 billion compared to 13.14 billion. So they 
are lower— 
 
MR COCKS: So the statement is intended to be compared with the budget update. 
 
Mr Steel: Well, that is the purpose of the budget is to provide an update on the forecast 
from the previous forecast. 
 
MR COCKS: Sorry, I am trying to clarify—not the purpose 
 
Mr Steel: So yes, in that sense that is exactly what it is intended to do. 
 
MR COCKS: Okay, well, Treasurer, at page 223 of the Budget outlook, it then goes 
on and states that: 
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Net debt is broadly consistent with the Budget Review estimates, with net debt 
figures in the Budget and two forward estimates, decreasing by $545.9 million 
largely due to higher cash and deposits. 

 
That statement is unambiguously false. How do you justify making a claim that net debt 
figures have decreased when they increase? 
 
Ms Dowdell: So again, they have decreased from the previous set of estimates. 
 
Mr Steel: The previous budget, yes.  
 
MR COCKS: Okay, but by the end of 28-29—so maybe you can clarify, how did you 
arrive at this $545.9 million decrease? 
 
Ms Dowdell: That will be the difference between the budget review and budget 
estimates for 25-26 through to 27-28. 
 
MR COCKS: Okay, but those are point in time numbers tracking net debt; that is not 
a $545.9 million decrease. You cannot add up those three point in time numbers that 
track a single number. What we actually have is—by the end of 2028-29, which is the 
year in question based on the statement—net debt will have increased by $2.751 billion 
compared with the 2025-26 estimated outcome. Or, if you prefer to compare back to 
the budget review, by that point it will have increased by $24.6 million. You cannot just 
add up those three numbers. That is not how accounting works.  
 
Mr Austin: As the Acting Under Treasurer said, the intention is to compare it to budget 
review, so the change compared to budget review. The whole point of this document is 
to update the Assembly and the public on changes since the last document, which was 
budget review— 
 
MR COCKS: No, but you cannot add up those three numbers and give a total and 
suggest that that is the total change, because those three numbers are tracking the 
position over a period of time, not movements. So you cannot just add up those three 
numbers.  
 
Mr Austin: Well, I think it is pretty standard in the way we have presented these budget 
documents previously. As you say, it is a point in time estimate. We are comparing 
what was estimated for budget review compared to what is estimated for budget.  
 
MR COCKS: No, but the estimate by the end of that period goes up, okay? 
 
Mr Austin: Yes, yes.  
 
Ms Dowdell: Yes, and it goes down for the three previous periods.  
 
MR COCKS: So the estimate compared with what it was in the budget review. The 
way this measure works is not cumulative in the sense that you add these three things 
together to arrive at a final position. It is the final position. You cannot just add those 
three together and suggest that there has been a half-billion dollar decrease because it 
has gone the other way. Is there— 
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Ms Dowdell: Well, at points in time before 2028-29 there is a reduction in net debt 
compared to the budget review. 
 
MR COCKS: Compared to the budget review. 
 
Mr Steel: Which it says in the sentence.  
 
MR COCKS: Yes. But, Treasurer, in case you do not understand, what we are tracking 
is net debt. Now, there are movements in net debt and you can add what those 
movements are each year, but the net debt figure is a point in time measure.  
 
Mr Steel: But the net debt figures are presented.  
 
MR COCKS: So Treasurer, you cannot add up the changes across three years and land 
at a valid figure. There is no half billion dollar decrease. It goes up by the end of that 
period compared with the budget review.  
 
Mr Steel: We have presented all the figures. All of it has been transparently reported 
in the budget papers for people to look at.  
 
MR COCKS: But that statement there, the statement that it has gone down by half a 
billion dollars, is false.  
 
Ms Dowdell: I think it shows that at points in time, which do have cumulative impacts, 
there is a reduction for the three previous years compared to the budget review.  
 
MR COCKS: There are reductions in two years and then an increase in the final one 
of those years which puts the net debt position higher than it was. So you cannot claim 
that that is a half billion dollar decrease.  
 
Mr Steel: All of the figures have been presented so they are all transparently there for 
people to look at. No one is hiding anything in relation to the budget.  
 
MR COCKS: No, they are there, but they are false. It is an utterly false statement.  
 
Mr Steel: No, the table 3.81 is an accurate reflection of net debt.  
 
MR COCKS: But the statement that there has been a decrease of over half a billion 
dollars is false.  
 
Mr Steel: And there have been changes compared to the budget review in relation to 
net debt, and it is all presented there for everyone to see and transparently look at, 
including S&P, including all of the— 
 
MR COCKS: I do not think we are getting anywhere here, Chair. I am happy to— 
 
THE CHAIR: We will move on. We will move on.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Mr Cocks, you cannot have it both ways. When it works in your 
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favour to compare the outcome of the budget with budget review, that is what you want 
to do. And then when we demonstrate a reduction in net debt compared to budget review, 
you say that is not a legitimate way of presenting it. So, you know, as Mr Steel said, 
you are cherry-picking that information, but it is clear in the budget papers what 
information is presented.  
 
MR COCKS: Minister, if you track through the questioning line, what you will find is 
that the first question was to clarify exactly how that first comparison was made. The 
second question was to investigate what appears to be a false number.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Well, I think you have got a very clear answer that it is not.  
 
THE CHAIR: We will move on. Ms Carrick?  
 
MS CARRICK: My question is about the Woden community centre. Last week, I was 
told to ask about it in this session. What is going on with the Woden community centre?  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I do not think you were asked to bring it to this session, but— 
 
THE CHAIR: Can you recall what the— 
 
Mr Steel: It is Infrastructure Canberra—places and spaces.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Yes.  
 
MS CARRICK: Who is responsible? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I am responsible, in my role as Minister for the Public Service. I 
am here in my role as Minister for Finance.  
 
MS CARRICK: When is it, then? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: There is another public service hearing on Thursday morning. I 
am not sure what the invitation list is for that, but it is definitely not in the finance 
portfolio.  
 
MS CARRICK: If I ask about it on Thursday morning, that is the right spot? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I will ensure that there are officials here on Thursday morning, in 
the public service section, to answer that question.  
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you, Minister. I will pivot and ask this: in the budget papers, 
on page 146—can I ask a City Renewal Authority question? Treasurer, it is a budget 
question about the City Renewal Authority, in statement B. Can I ask about that?  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: That would be a question for the Chief Minister. He has 
responsibility for the City Renewal Authority.  
 
Ms Dowdell: He is appearing at 2 o’clock.  
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MS CARRICK: Okay, in the next session. It does not list it, I do not think. Is that for 
the 2 pm session, this afternoon? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I do not know exactly who is appearing. He is definitely appearing.  
 
Ms Dowdell: It is not a Treasury or finance agency.  
 
MS CARRICK: I will ask about the LVC, then. You say that it is a lever that can be 
used for community facilities, which is good. But if Scentre Group says, “We can do 
these community facilities,” and you can use the planning framework, and you can use 
the LVC as a lever, how do you know that you are getting a good outcome? 
 
Mr Steel: That is what is being worked through, through the development of the 
governance framework. There is further policy development that will consider those 
risks. Obviously, at the moment, we expect developers to pay LVC, and there are not a 
significant range of remissions available. If we were going to open it up, we would need 
to make sure that there is a robust framework around that, to make sure that we get the 
best possible outcome for the territory and the community. That is the policy work that 
is underway with CED and Treasury.  
 
MS CARRICK: If there was a better community outcome that was not part of a big 
developer’s proposal, could it be better for the LVC to be paid, and then go towards the 
government providing a better outcome? 
 
Mr Steel: There are a range of different possibilities. The intent here is potentially to 
get a contribution for offsite works. At the moment, developers can provide investment 
in improvements, but often the scope of the development is typically of the site itself. 
In order to get a broader precinct-scale benefit, there needs to be a new governance 
framework put in, to be able to manage those kinds of offsite works.  
 
Going back to the situation that was addressed at Dairy Flat Road, this framework 
might help to address some of those issues around offsite works that are encountered 
through the lease variation process. Yes, there are a range of different things that we 
will look at as part of this, but there is further policy work to do to address it.  
 
Obviously, New South Wales has a particular framework in place. We are looking at 
whether that kind of framework might be applicable to the ACT, where they have 
voluntary developer agreements and the like. The lease variation charge itself, when it 
is paid for the unearned windfall gains associated with development—the change of a 
lease—that goes back into consolidated revenue, which allows government to invest in 
infrastructure and services that benefit the community, including residents in those new 
developments, if it is a residential development, for example.  
 
There is a mechanism that is currently in place. It is actually the envy of the rest of 
Australia—the envy of governments around Australia—and we do not want to lose that 
foundation. But there may be ways to achieve particular place-based outcomes and 
precinct-based outcomes through a developer agreements framework, and we are 
working on that. 
 
MS CARRICK: I have a question about interest. Interest payments in the general 
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government sector, at table 4.26, are $618 million from 2025-26 to 2029-30. Health is 
$256 million, and education is $232 million. The increase in interest over that period of 
time is more than the increase in health and education. It gets up to 11 per cent of 
expenditure. Why is that not included as a rates ring that the public gets in their rates 
notices? That is in table 2.46. The function table is 4.25, and the interest is in public 
debt transactions. Public debt transactions are in 4.26. 
 
Mr Steel: I think we have had this conversation before, but I would also refer you to 
page 169, table 3.5.1, which is the revenue chapter of the budget outlook, where it 
shows the interest revenue as well, which, in 2026-27, is expected to be $402 million. 
Yes, there are interest expenses, but there is also interest revenue that comes in. I know 
you have done your own version of the expenditure chart. 
 
MS CARRICK: The rates ring? 
 
Mr Steel: Did you include the interest revenue in your chart? 
 
MS CARRICK: That is a good question because, with the interest revenue, isn’t a lot 
of that put aside for super? 
 
Mr Steel: That includes a range of different interest revenue that would be received 
from government. 
 
MS CARRICK: Yes, but a fair chunk of that is for super. 
 
Mr Steel: There is investment revenue in there as well, yes. There is a whole range of 
different revenue streams. 
 
MS CARRICK: So that is spoken for? 
 
Mr Steel: Holistically, we are providing all the information in the budget papers for 
people to read. 
 
MS CARRICK: Okay, but a fair chunk of that— 
 
Mr Steel: All of it is in there, if people want to know— 
 
MS CARRICK: incoming interest is already spoken for in the— 
 
Mr Steel: If people want to know what our expenditure is, they can look at the budget; 
if they want to look at what our revenue is, they can look at all of that in the budget. 
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, you seem to have just implied that Ms Carrick should have 
included revenue in a rates expenditure analysis. Do you include revenue in your rates 
ring that is published on people’s rates notices? 
 
Mr Steel: No, we do not. We give people a sense of where the general areas of 
expenditure are, and the details are published transparently in the budget papers, if 
people want to dive in and have a look. 
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MR COCKS: Why did you suggest that Ms Carrick should have included a revenue 
line in an analysis of expenditure? 
 
Mr Steel: It would give people a broader understanding of where we receive revenue, 
in some similar areas, to where we are also spending money, so the full picture— 
 
MR COCKS: Would that not also apply to your own rates analysis that appears on the 
rates? 
 
Mr Steel: The full picture is provided in the budget. We do not provide a revenue chart 
in the rates notices. Ultimately, it is a one-page, double-sided document. There is only 
so much you can fit into it. If people are interested, they can dive into the budget papers 
in detail. 
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, on that revenue versus expenditure comparison, is it not true 
that this year the government will spend more, on a total territory basis, on interest than 
it raises on residential rates? 
 
Mr Steel: All of that information is in the budget papers, and it is transparently 
published. I am sure you are aware of the charts in there, that you can peruse at your 
leisure. All of that information is in there, about all of our— 
 
MR COCKS: But you do not want to answer that? 
 
Mr Steel: If you have a look at the revenue chapter, it is all transparently recorded. 
 
THE CHAIR: We will move on. 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Chair, could we come back to Ms Carrick’s original question in 
relation to the Woden community centre? I understand that Infrastructure Canberra will 
be appearing with me in the public service element at 3.30 on Monday, 3 August, which 
is where community facilities are listed, and that CRA will be appearing with the Chief 
Minister on Wednesday, 5 August at some point that you will be able to clarify in the 
schedule. 
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: Miss Nuttall? 
 
MISS NUTTALL: Can I confirm that this is the right session to ask about who is 
included in the government’s insurance scheme? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: ACTIA? Yes. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: Does the government track insurance costs for the community and 
not-for-profit sector and, if you do, do you know how high their insurance premiums 
are? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: That is a different question, and I will hand over to Mr Black to 
be able to talk about what ACTIA does and does not look at and cover. In terms of 
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community sector insurance costs, this has come up a number of times in the context of 
the broader conversation with the community sector about cost of doing business. The 
Counting the costs report, for example, has looked at that, and there are also some issues 
that have arisen in relation to insurance costs for not necessarily the community sector 
that deliver services, but other volunteer-run associations et cetera, and there have been 
some other issues that have come up, external to government insurance. 
 
It is not within ACTIA’s remit or possible for it to provide that insurance cover, but it 
is certainly something that has been raised in the community services sector 
conversation. There have been occasions when the government has stepped in to 
provide support for our funded services, and particularly in relation to physical and 
sexual abuse insurance for providers in the child protection space. With that, I will hand 
over to Damian to talk about where ACTIA is at. 
 
Mr Black: I have read and understand the privilege statement. It is exactly what the 
minister said. The physical and sexual abuse indemnity scheme is for out-of-home care 
providers who are providing those services on behalf of government, and that is 
probably the key here. Where the services are being provided on behalf of government, 
it is possible for the government to indemnify entities; otherwise, for entities that are 
not part of government or delivering services on behalf of the government, we do not 
have a remit to provide insurances for those people. 
 
The ACT Insurance Authority is the active self-insurer for the territory. We insure 
territory assets and territory activities, but we cannot provide insurance cover to third-
party businesses or other entities. We do not have the financial services licence to be 
able to do that. That is where the restriction comes in. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: In answer to question on notice No 914, asked by my colleague 
Ms Clay, the government said that no organisations or industries, other than the horse 
training industry, were identified with risks of potential industry-wide market failure 
within the ACT’s private sector workers compensation scheme. 
 
We have also heard from the community sector that they deal with a high degree of risk 
in the course of working with vulnerable clients with complex needs, across family, 
domestic and sexual violence, and mental health, alcohol and other drugs, and 
homelessness services, and, at least in the private market, where they go to get their 
insurance, their insurance premiums reflect this. 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Miss Nuttall, are you talking about workers compensation 
insurance or are you talking about public liability insurance?  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Workers compensation insurance.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I am very sorry to do this, but workers compensation policy 
matters sit with the minister with responsibility for industrial relations and workplace 
safety, Mr Pettersson. I do not know that officials will be in a position to answer 
questions about workers comp. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: In the case of public liability insurance, can I confirm that? 
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Ms Stephen-Smith: Yes. 
 
Mr Black: Yes. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: Do you provide access to any schemes? I had in my notes that the 
financial services licence is your limiting factor.  
 
Mr Black: That is where that comes in. No, there are no current arrangements where 
we provide public liability insurance to third parties.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Have you scoped that up at all? The reason I ask this is because a 
lot of community sector organisations have come to us, saying that a lot of the money 
that they get through government contracts ultimately end up being chewed up by 
insurance. Have you looked into the feasibility of extending that coverage to the 
community sector? 
 
Ms Dowdell: To hold a financial services licence is a significant responsibility. It 
involves significant costs. It is something in the fiscal circumstances that we would 
need to consider carefully, and whether there are other ways in which we could assist 
the sector to meet those costs. We have not considered obtaining a financial services 
licence to do that. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: Have you considered other methods to support the community 
sector with their insurance costs, when it comes to public liability?  
 
Mr Black: I can talk to that. There was some confusion about the minimum amount of 
public liability insurance that entities would need to hold in order to be able to contract 
with government and to provide services to government. There were changes to the 
Government Procurement Act that meant that entities now come through ACTIA to 
discuss any contracts that they are about to enter into, to make sure that the insurance 
arrangements that the contracted parties are holding are appropriate and to make sure 
that they are not being asked to provide $20 million worth of public liability insurance 
if they are providing something that is very low risk. We help ACT government entities 
to make sure that the amount of cover that is being provided by the contracted party is 
appropriate to the risk to the territory and to that party.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: That is helpful to know; it nevertheless does not necessarily help 
the community sector organisations with meeting that cost. Is there anything you have 
done in that space to help community sector organisations to meet that cost? 
 
Mr Black: On a very limited basis. I think there was one where we may have looked to 
see—I think this was in relation to horse trainers in the first instance—whether there 
were some other insurance arrangements that could be implemented that would be 
helpful. Ultimately, it is still the public liability market; whether we are insuring it or 
whether it is going out to the private market, it is going to come at cost, and that cost is 
significant.  
 
Ms Dowdell: Part of the broader funding that was provided in the budget to community 
sectors was recognising increased costs across the board. While it was not specific, 
providing that will provide some contribution to meet those costs.  
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MISS NUTTALL: Is the $5.675 million per year—$22 million over four years—
designed to go towards that cost pressure that community sector organisations are 
facing, and whether that was specifically earmarked for increases in insurance or 
whether it was for long service leave or anything like that?  
 
Ms Dowdell: That would be a matter for Health and Community Services, who 
designed that policy. 
 
MS CLAY: Did Treasury assess funding pressures, including for insurance, when they 
were making this allocation of additional funding?  
 
Ms Dowdell: We worked with colleagues to look at the range of pressures that the 
sector and government are facing.  
 
MS CLAY: With that work you did to assess the range of funding pressures, does that 
live somewhere? Is that a public document or is there any— 
 
Ms Dowdell: No. As part of the budget community consultations, I think we held four 
roundtables with ACTCOSS and their members. We received that direct feedback, and 
it is something that the team would work through, in considering the business cases. 
But it is not a detailed analysis; it is more information that we use to provide advice on 
the business case that is coming forward. The business case would normally detail that 
level of information as well.  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: A lot of that information is publicly available, in terms of the cost 
pressures, through the Counting the costs report and some of the further work around 
that. I recognise that some of that work has not progressed as quickly as the sector might 
have expected, but the pressures that have been identified by the sector are pretty clearly 
laid out in that report.  
 
MS CLAY: Treasurer, the current MOU with the horseracing industry expires in 
December 2027. Do your forwards have renewed funding in them?  
 
Mr Black: The short answer is that the way that is funded is through the Default 
Insurance Fund. We have not accounted for any changes to levies or anything like that; 
but, with the cost of providing the scheme, there is an administrative fee that is paid by 
the trainers who are looking to be covered under that prescribed employer scheme. They 
make the payments, essentially, to the Default Insurance Fund, and the Default 
Insurance Fund would fund any claims that arise as a result of that.  
 
MS CLAY: I think that might have been an answer to a question I did not ask, but I 
appreciate the information. I was talking about the horseracing MOU.  
 
Mr Steel: It is a partial answer, because part of the MOU is to work on workers 
compensation with the horseracing industry, I believe. That is my understanding of it. 
In terms of the broader question, we can take that on notice and provide some 
information. 
 
MS CLAY: Can I clarify: have you taken on notice whether you still have in the 
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forwards, after 2027, $8.5 million, or in that order, each year for the horseracing 
industry? 
 
Mr Steel: Yes, we will take that on notice. 
 
MS CLAY: Thank you for that. That was very useful, but it was a different question. 
 
Mr Black: Sorry. 
 
MS CLAY: That is fine. Treasurer, I am trying to get my head around this. Have you 
done any value-for-money reappraisal of that $8½ million each year—$100 million so 
far—in the current fiscal environment? 
 
Mr Steel: In the current year, I do not believe we have, because we are mid MOU. 
Typically, that sort of analysis would be done prior to an MOU being signed, and it 
would be considered by cabinet. 
 
MS CLAY: Okay, so you have not done a reappraisal in the current fiscal environment 
as to whether it remains good value for money at the moment?  
 
Mr Steel: Obviously, the timing of that MOU means that it is coming up next year, so 
that would probably be the appropriate time to consider the terms of the MOU.  
 
MS CLAY: I understand that, for the new one. I am just verifying that you have not 
done a reappraisal as to whether it remains value for money for the current one. 
 
Mr Steel: No. I do not believe that is the case; obviously, the policy responsibility sits 
with another minister.  
 
MS CLAY: Yes, sure. 
 
Mr Steel: I do not know what work they have done, but I can say that I have not done 
that work in between the start of the MOU and the end of the MOU, except that they 
have done their work on their economic modelling, obviously, in between— 
 
MS CLAY: Sure. A number of long-term projects have been remodelled, reprioritised 
or deferred. You are doing quite a lot of value-for-money changes, but you have not for 
this one?  
 
Mr Steel: No. I understand the Greens position, that you do not want the MOU to exist 
and you would like to see it scrapped in between, but the intent of government is to 
honour the MOU during the life of the MOU.  
 
MS CLAY: Who would be doing that value-for-money assessment for the next MOU, 
and when would that work need to be done?  
 
Mr Steel: Obviously, that work would be led by the responsible minister.  
 
MS CLAY: Minister Pettersson? 
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Mr Steel: Administrative arrangements may be changing in the next little while, so I 
will— 
 
MS CLAY: Yes, they may be. 
 
Mr Steel: I will refer you to the relevant minister. They will consider that at the 
appropriate time, ahead of the MOU expiring and a new one potentially being 
negotiated.  
 
MS CLAY: As Treasurer, if we take out the horseracing MOU, this happens with every 
line item, everything, when ministers are doing a value-for-money analysis. Does 
Treasury step in and say, “No, this one isn’t good value for money”? 
 
Mr Steel: Treasury are a coordination agency. They see the submissions come through 
and they comment from time to time on those, depending on what they are. 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Yes. As part of that process, Treasury has a traffic light system—
wellbeing analysis, cost analysis, understand the policy alignment et cetera. That is part 
of Treasury’s role in the budget process. 
 
MS CLAY: All further questions should go to the minister responsible, as to when that 
work happens and what goes into it? Thank you.  
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, last year you argued that your health levy was distinct from 
rates and that it should be considered separately, and that is why it was separately 
identified on rates bills. Before the Minister for Finance suggests that I am cherry-
picking again, I certainly argued that it should have been considered in the overall rates 
increase. But that means that the proper comparison between years, on the basis of your 
conclusion, should exclude the health levy and, on that basis, you are increasing rates 
by an average of eight per cent, with people in some suburbs being hit with average 
increases of up to 19 per cent in a single year. Treasurer, with land values actually 
stagnant and falling in many areas, how do you justify average increases of up to 19 per 
cent?  
 
Mr Steel: I do not accept the premise of the question. I do not think it is as you described 
and, clearly, the health levy has formed part of people’s rates bills.  
 
MR COCKS: If I am incorrect, could you tell me where I am incorrect?  
 
Mr Steel: Clearly, the health levy has formed part of people’s rates bills, and that is 
now being removed as a result of this budget.  
 
MR COCKS: You argued last year that it should not—that it was separate. 
 
Mr Steel: We do not set the overall rates take based on land valuations. Land valuations 
are part of the methodology for the rates that are applied to an individual block, but the 
government sets the overall rates take in a particular year through the annual budget 
process, to make sure that we can fund the services and infrastructure that Canberrans 
rely on.  
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Your comment in relation to the housing market is not a factor in setting rates. With 
how it is applied per block, there is a valuation methodology that applies. Based on your 
view, we should have increased rates far in excess of what they were increased by over 
the last few years, because we saw house prices increase significantly— 
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, on what view, on what basis, are you suggesting that? 
 
Mr Steel: in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. It is government that sets the overall 
rates take, and that is applied by block with the fixed charge, and the valuation takes 
into account the value of land, in terms of how rates are apportioned, not the overall 
rates take.  
 
MR COCKS: Thank you. The government sets a target for how much it needs to 
achieve through rates, and the methodology is how that gets apportioned across 
different properties; is that right? 
 
Mr Steel: For the valuation component of rates.  
 
MR COCKS: Okay. Treasurer, how many residential properties will receive increases 
above 10 per cent in the general rates component that excludes levies?  
 
Mr Steel: I will take that on notice.  
 
MR COCKS: Thank you. Did Treasury undertake any assessment of the capacity of 
households in those suburbs to absorb increases of that magnitude in a single year 
before applying this target?  
 
Ms Dowdell: In providing advice to government on tax reform and revenue measures, 
we look at a range of factors, including current macro-economic conditions and broader 
circumstances. We did not do a detailed modelling of the characteristics of individual 
households within individual suburbs, in providing advice on the overall rates 
framework.  
 
MR COCKS: You do not look, for example, at what the income levels are in a 
particular suburb that has high—very high—rates increases of up to 19 per cent?  
 
Ms Dowdell: As I said previously, we do set out in the budget a range of cost-of-living 
scenarios that look at the impact of the rates and levies, but in determining the rates 
themselves, we do not do a detailed modelling of the characteristics of individual 
households within suburbs.  
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, the Pegasus report points out that you have failed to provide 
any indication of what the current stage of your tax reform looks like, despite your 
promise last year. What is the government’s target increase in average rates for each 
year of the current stage of tax reform, and why is that trajectory not published?  
 
Mr Steel: Firstly, in response to your previous question, the general rates system is 
incredibly progressive, and it does mean, generally, that lower wealth households pay 
a lower proportion of total general rates revenue.  
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MR COCKS: Treasurer, do you understand the difference between wealth and income?  
 
Mr Steel: The people that pay rates are lessees. They own a property, and they are being 
charged rates accordingly. Yes, we are generally dealing with a portion of the 
community that has higher wealth, and the valuation part of the rates methodology 
ensures that those who generally have higher value properties, be it averaged over a 
period of five years, pay more in rates and contribute more to the cost of delivering 
services. Of course, the government considers the impacts of our decisions in relation 
to revenue on the community, and that is why we tried to make sure that the measures 
that we have taken in this budget are measured, given the pressures that households and 
businesses are under at the moment, while also needing to continue to invest in our 
community, which is the community’s expectation of government.  
 
In relation to your next question, on tax reform, we have already answered this in a 
previous session. We are wanting to look at the outcomes of the committee into fiscal 
sustainability of the ACT and consider any recommendations that have been made to 
government. There is some further work that we will need to undertake as well, coming 
out of the independent review of the ACT’s finances by Saul Eslake, over the coming 
year.  
 
Not all of those things were able to be considered fully in the budget process, and they 
will need to be considered over the next year. The government sets rates annually at 
about budget time and makes a decision about the level of rates every year—again, 
taking into account the particular circumstances at that time, which may include, at the 
moment, economic impacts as a result of, for example, the war in the Middle East.  
 
MR COCKS: You do not have a target increase in average rates that you have worked 
out for the forward years; you are just making it up as you go along each year?  
 
Mr Steel: No. We consider every year—because the instrument has to be signed every 
year and updated—what the rates settings should be, given the amount of services and 
infrastructure that we need to fund.  
 
MR COCKS: When rates are rising by eight per cent, and with some suburbs being hit 
by increases of as much as 19 per cent, and when much of the WPI revenue is just being 
retained for budget repair, what remains of the claims that this is revenue-neutral tax 
reform?  
 
Mr Steel: I will hand over to Mitch Pirie to talk through that. We have reported on this 
in the past, showing that it is revenue neutral.  
 
Mr Pirie: We have previously undertaken analysis within Treasury to determine that 
the tax reform program is, in fact, revenue neutral.  
 
MR COCKS: I am talking about the current settings, not historic, but under current 
settings.  
 
Mr Pirie: I think the Treasurer referenced the earlier measure description, which talked 
about raised revenue being used to partly offset the health levy fund tax reform and, as 
you mentioned, there was a line in there around contributing to services that the territory 
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delivers.  
 
MR COCKS: The budget refers to above wage price index revenue being the tax 
reform component, but a small fraction of that is actually going to offsetting any sort of 
tax reform, which means that it is being retained. Are we just talking about a budget 
repair levy? Is that where we are at now?  
 
Mr Steel: No, we are continuing to offset the reform measures that we have made in 
relation to the phase-out of residential stamp duty with land-based taxes.  
 
MR COCKS: Even with all that money, residential rates will still be insufficient to 
cover your interest bill. Is it your fault, or your predecessor’s, that interest is now on 
track to pass 30 per cent of own-source revenue? 
 
Mr Steel: Obviously, what that interest represents is investment, particularly in 
infrastructure to support our community—new schools, upgraded schools, new 
hospitals, upgraded health facilities, and a whole range of different things. It is not just 
interest for interest’s sake. It is part of the cost of delivering those infrastructure 
programs. I acknowledge that it is separately reported on in the budget papers, but that 
is what it goes to. If your argument is that we should not have delivered those 
infrastructure projects, that is up to you.  
 
MR COCKS: Treasurer, I made no argument. I asked you a question.  
 
Mr Steel: We know that we need to invest in our community. Our assets are ageing; 
we need to replace them, and we need to meet the needs of our growing community. 
That is why we have invested in that program. In this budget, we have clearly taken 
steps to make sure that that level of investment in the infrastructure program is 
sustainable over time. That is why we have seen the impact on net debt levels—
particularly over the next two years—change, because of the steps that we have taken 
in this budget on the infrastructure program, and the sustainability and deliverability of 
that program.  
 
MR COCKS: But the fastest-rising item in this budget is the interest cost. That is the 
fastest-rising expense in the budget. At what point will that actually reverse?  
 
Mr Steel: The milestones that we have set out as targets in the fiscal strategy are the 
key focus there. Returning to a cash operating surplus is critical, to reduce the level of 
borrowing that then attracts interest.  
 
MR COCKS: A cash surplus? 
 
Mr Steel: Again, moving back to balance for the headline net operating balance and 
producing surpluses are critical for the GGS. We have also set out in the budget, of 
course, the targets around level of net debt to GSP. The economy is growing over time 
and the population is growing, and budget revenue also grows, to help meet those 
challenges. We need to make sure that it is sustainable over time, so we have set that 
clear target in the budget. We would like to see, of course, the level compared to GSP 
come down over time.  
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MR COCKS: A very elegant non-answer, Minister.  
 
MS CARRICK: It is great to come back to cash operating surplus so that we are not 
borrowing for our operating costs, but, still, there is the infrastructure spend that we are 
borrowing for. So, why did you not pick up Saul Eslake’s cash balance—coming back 
to surplus for cash balance, which includes infrastructure as well? Why did you not pick 
up his suggestion for that? 
 
Mr Steel: We report on cash transparently in the budget. We will continue to monitor 
that, as well. But we have set out the targets we think are—We cannot have a target for 
every single element of the budget, so we have got to pick the ones that really matter 
and, for me, that is cash operating surplus. That is critical; first milestone. We are, again, 
showing a surplus in the budget year for that.  
 
And headline net operating balance remains the focus and the key target, as it does for 
all state and territory governments around the country. They are focused on operating 
balance, and that is what we will be focusing on with our target as well.  
 
There are also the other targets that go towards expenditure growth, particularly with 
the level of the public service not growing faster than the population; and then the 
overall target of $1 billion for the infrastructure spend, as well. The totality of those, I 
think, drives in the same direction that Saul Eslake is interested in.  
 
But we report on all of that transparently in the budget. You can monitor that if that is 
something you are particularly interested in. It will be reported in next year’s budget, 
and the next year after that.  
 
MS CARRICK: Yes, because it adds to the borrowing, and the borrowing keeps 
increasing—and the interest. You know, these things are increasing rapidly and your 
targets do not really address that increasing— 
 
Mr Steel: Well, they do, because it is about reducing the levels of the infrastructure 
program that is responsible for most of that borrowing. 
 
MS CARRICK: Yes, well, I mean, we can just agree to differ, can’t we? Because if 
you do not include all the cash that you spend in your targets, then you continue to 
borrow and it is at an increased— 
 
Mr Steel: So, the cash operating surplus, and that target of returning to a surplus in a 
specific year, is set out in the papers—although it has been forecast for this budget year. 
Clearly that is critical to reducing borrowing because it means you can fund more of 
your infrastructure program through cash. And so, over time—and this is forecast in the 
budget—you see the level of cash operating surpluses increase. That reduces the level 
of borrowing required. It helps to get you to a better cash position overall. 
 
THE CHAIR: We will move on, Ms Carrick.  
 
MR EMERSON: I wanted to ask: who does the unimproved land value valuations?  
 
Mr Steel: I might look to Rachel Stephen-Smith, actually.  
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Ms Stephen-Smith: Sorry, I assumed that officials would be answering this question. 
I am going to hand over to officials in relation to who does the unimproved land value 
valuations. Ms Holmes from the Revenue Office, again. 
 
Ms Holmes: Mr Emerson, I determine the values based on advice that I receive from 
the ACT Valuation Office.  
 
MR EMERSON: How many staff are in the land valuation office?  
 
Ms Holmes: It is approximately six.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. And that is used to determine rates, those valuations? 
 
Ms Holmes: Yes, so the UVs are determined each year. And it is the AUVs, the average 
across five years, which is actually used for the purposes of the rates calculation.  
 
MR EMERSON: And what about LVC calculations?  
 
Ms Holmes: So LVC, you have got two different things: you have got the codification 
figures, which are an instrument; and then you have a different methodology, which is 
the “value 1, value 2” methodology which is also used. It is also the ACT Valuation 
Office who does those.  
 
MR EMERSON: And so those are done separately, as required, as opposed to 
referencing the existing rate valuations? 
 
Ms Holmes: The codification is done each year, and those figures are done by way of 
instrument each year. And it is the V1-V2 calculations which are done depending on 
the development itself.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, so the codification figures in the instrument each year, I 
suppose, are based on the same figures that the rates are based on; the same valuations 
that the rates determinations are based on? 
 
Ms Holmes: It is done by the valuation office in accordance with what is required under 
the legislation for LVC.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. I am just curious if there are two processes where— 
 
Ms Holmes: There are two processes, yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Separate processes, okay.  
 
Ms Holmes: Yes, separate processes.  
 
MR EMERSON: And what is it what is the difference between those processes for 
figuring out what land is valued at for the codification figures in the instrument, as 
opposed to what is the value of land for the rates notices or the rates determinations? 
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Ms Holmes: They are looking at two slightly different things. So, you know, the UV 
is, “What is the unimproved value of the property?” Whereas, when you are talking 
about the Lease Variation Charge, it is looking at the improvement which is happening 
as a result of a variation actually occurring.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. But that is still based on the unimproved land value and how 
that would shift? 
 
Ms Holmes: At its heart, yes. But, as I said, it is looking at a change, whereas the UV 
is, “What is the value at a point in time?” 
 
MR EMERSON: So, they both start with the same kind of figure, “What is the value 
now?” And one of them looks at, “What will the value be with the change?” and the 
other does not. But why are they not using the same initial value? 
 
Ms Holmes: I can take it on notice, to give you some more specifics, Mr Emerson.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, sure. And do you have people dispute valuations for purposes 
of the rates notices?  
 
Ms Holmes: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Is that frequent? Like, how many disputes in the last financial year? 
 
Ms Holmes: I would have to take that particular question on notice. But yes, certainly, 
and you can see it on the rates notice itself when it goes out; it includes information for 
people in terms of, if they want to dispute, how to actually object to it. And we have 
actually just—it has gone live only a couple of weeks ago—it is a new valuation portal 
which we have available so that people can actually log on and it gives them information 
as to what the basis was, of the UV which was set for their property. And if they then 
want to go ahead with an objection, it is actually a portal which they then use for the 
objection. So, it is (a) giving people more information that they have not had before; 
and (b) it is actually then streamlining the process for the actual objection itself. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, and so you have taken on notice how many in the last financial 
year? 
 
Ms Holmes: Yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: Great. How often are those objections successful? How often do they 
lead to a change in the calculation? 
 
Ms Holmes: I would have to take that on notice as well. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. I am glad you took it on notice, but you would have a sense 
of whether it is common or not.  
 
Ms Holmes: It is actually hard to make judgments on those sorts of statistics, Mr 
Emerson. Just because someone has an objection which is disallowed, at the end of the 
day it really comes down to how robust the objection was in the first place—I will 
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describe it that way. You have some people who will object, and we will get something 
which says, “I object”, and they do not necessarily have information to try to justify 
why they think it should be a different UV.  
 
In other situations, you will get some people coming through who are giving quite 
specific information as to why they think it should be a different number. So, my 
comment is: when you look at statistics, sometimes it is hard to actually make 
assumptions or to make conclusions from those statistics, just because of all the 
different sorts of variables that you have.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, well, in that question taken on notice I am happy for you, if 
you would like, to provide the total number or proportion but then, also, if there is some 
way of breaking that down further into “this number got to this stage in the process”.  
 
Ms Holmes: Unfortunately not, because that would actually require us to look through 
each one of those individually, to do that.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, no worries. And what about LVC disputes? How common are 
those? I assume it does not happen with the codified charges.  
 
Ms Holmes: It is not possible with the codified charges, so the disputes that we get are 
around the V1-V2 process.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, and can you take on notice how many disputes of that nature 
in the last financial year? Who reviews these disputes or objections?  
 
Ms Holmes: Sorry, who reviews?  
 
MR EMERSON: When someone makes an objection, who considers whether or not it 
is valid?  
 
Ms Holmes: I mean, we have an objection process which we go through. So, when we 
get an objection in relation to specifically LVC, or any of the UV LVC ones?  
 
MR EMERSON: No, back to the rates objections to start with.  
 
Ms Holmes: Rates objections? So, it will go through to our objections area which is a 
separate area. They will go back to the valuations office. So, they will provide the 
information that the individual has given as to why they think it should be something 
different. It goes to a different person to look at and then a decision is made. Importantly, 
if someone disagrees with the outcome of the objection, you have also got an ACAT 
process available, as well.  
 
MR EMERSON: And, presumably, with those valuations, there is a kind of an agreed 
methodology within the revenue office, is that right?  
 
Ms Holmes: I mean, when it comes to doing these things, you have got what is in the 
legislation. All our valuers are professionals who have got all the qualifications. They 
are all part of the Australian Property Institute. So, there are agreed methodologies 
within the industry, in terms of how these sorts of valuations are conducted as well.  
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MR EMERSON: And does the ACT Revenue Office have some kind of duty—forgive 
me for not being across all the legislation—to ensure that the territory receives the 
largest revenue possible, under the laws that it has established?  
 
Ms Holmes: Specifically in relation to setting the valuations?  
 
MR EMERSON: In relation to the operation of the revenue office. Like, is that an 
objective? What are the aims of the revenue office?  
 
Ms Holmes: The aims of the revenue office are to administer in accordance with the 
legislation. So, we are not doing this with a specific eye to maximising. It is, “What do 
we think is the correct answer in accordance with what we are required to administer 
by—which is the legislation and all the subordinate instruments?” 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. It has been put to me that having the valuations and objections, 
or reviews, occurring within the same area—I understand, you know, there are separate 
parts within the same office—might be a conflict of interest, or people perceive it that 
way when they are lodging an objection. It is probably a question for either of the 
ministers. Do you feel that there is any validity to that kind of a concern?  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Sorry, say again?  
 
MR EMERSON: It has been put to me that, you know, people get their rates notice 
and then they are lodging a review or an objection to the entity that has issued the rates 
notice—that has made the original valuation—and that feels to them like they are 
disputing the valuation of the entity that has made it, and that might be a conflict of 
interest. Have you had those complaints raised with you? And do you see any validity 
to those concerns?  
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: I can understand why people might have those concerns. I think, 
in all complaints mechanisms, generally speaking, the first port of call is to go back to 
the decision-maker and ask them to review the decision. That is pretty standard across 
all areas of government service delivery, when an individual is seeking to have a 
decision reviewed.  
 
What we have seen—and we have seen this through the home buyer concession scheme 
work as well—is where people have concerns about the outcome of those reviews or 
feel that the process itself has been unfair, then they do have the opportunity to raise 
that matter with the ombudsman. And that has obviously occurred on different 
occasions. Ms Holmes might want to talk about further processes in relation to capacity 
to dispute revenue office decisions—and we have clearly seen some processes being 
disputed, I think, through ACAT, if I am correct about that.  
 
MR EMERSON: We have certainly seen it with LVC, yes. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: This is not actually the sub; it just occurred to me then. 
What is the percentage of people wanting their land to be devalued, in terms of 
objections? Is it 50/50: some people saying, “My land is not valuable enough”; 
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or is it mostly people saying you think it is too valuable?  
 
Ms Holmes: Look, in most of them, people are saying it should be a lower value.  
 
MR EMERSON: Most? One hundred per cent? 
 
Ms Holmes: But I am certainly aware that there are some who come through saying it 
should be higher.  
 
MR EMERSON: Can you include that in your response?  
 
Ms Holmes: Once again, in terms of the stats on that, we would actually have to go 
through every single one to come up with those stats.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: We are not going to use that information— 
 
MR EMERSON: Find those selfless Canberrans who are— 
 
Members interjecting— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Do they quote valuations when they put it on the market?  
 
Ms Holmes: From what I understand, that often happens when someone is looking to 
sell.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The unimproved values public register, that is quite a 
useful resource on the internet. I would say “quite useful” because you cannot find the 
land valuation of every block. 
 
Ms Holmes: You can. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Why is it not comprehensive? Why are there some blocks, 
or most blocks in the suburb, you can find, and some not? Why?  
 
Ms Holmes: So, we have actually got two different things. One, on the valuation page 
there is a link where you can look up any address where we actually have determined a 
value—which is separate from the objection portal that I was just talking about.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I am looking at the unimproved values register. You 
select a suburb, “Ainslie block 2, section 9”, but there are blocks in there—because I 
have been using it recently—which are not searchable or findable.  
 
Ms Holmes: Mr Werner-Gibbings, if you could actually give us those, we will double-
check them. Because it was my understanding that anything that we have determined a 
UV on, that it is available.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Okay, well, in which case, would there be a reason why 
you have not determined a UV on a given block?  
 
Ms Holmes: There are some certain circumstances. I mean, it is not like—they are not 
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blocks where you have got a normal lease available on it. They are very much fringe 
cases, some unusual type situations.  
 
MR COCKS: I might have missed: how many valuers do you have, currently?  
 
Ms Holmes: It is approximately six, but I will take it on notice to confirm the exact 
number.  
 
MR COCKS: Thank you. And is that still one principal valuer and the remainder at 
lower levels, is that right?  
 
Ms Holmes: Like anything in the public service, you do have a series of different levels.  
 
MR COCKS: But is there one principal valuer, still? In 21-22, which is the last one I 
found, there was one principal valuer, two senior and three valuers.  
 
Ms Holmes: I think you will find that some of the titles have changed a little bit.  
 
MR COCKS: Okay. Do any of the valuers ever value properties in an area where they 
live or own property?  
 
Ms Holmes: We have procedures in place in relation to conflict of interest. The way 
the valuations happen, it is not a case of—how do I describe it? Just because you live 
in a particular suburb, you might have residential for one or two, you have got—so there 
are different categories that they value upon: there is residential, there is commercial. 
Within residential there are various sub areas depending on what the size is. Is it a unit 
development versus a stand-alone, for example. And then you have got subdivisions 
within that. So, they will not value their own element that they are in. 
 
MR COCKS: Okay. So, no valuer will value an element where they own a property or 
live? 
 
Ms Holmes: Correct. The other thing worth noting is that there are numerous checks 
and balances which happen, as well. So, you have got the initial value; you have also 
got a peer reviewer as well, so you have always got two people looking at it. We then 
do various management checks at the end of the process, within the valuation office, 
before the values are handed over to the other areas in the revenue office. And then the 
particular area in the revenue office also does some checks and things, as well, before 
we actually determine the values. 
 
MR COCKS: Okay. So does the principal valuer, or whatever the equivalent title is 
now—someone would, essentially, check their work? 
 
Ms Holmes: There is a peer review done on every single one of those elements which 
get done. 
 
MR COCKS: But that would be done by someone who works to the principal valuer, 
as a peer review? 
 
Ms Holmes: Well, ultimately, you have someone who is heading up the office, so you 
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are always going to have someone who is working within that. As I said, you know, 
there are professional standards which are at play. They are all, you know, professionals 
who are properly qualified, who are following all of the procedures and everything 
which is required of them as professional valuers in accordance with the Australian 
Public Institute. 
 
MR COCKS: Maybe just on those, if you could just double-check and confirm that at 
no stage in, say, the last six years anyone has valued an area that they are currently 
living in or own property in? That would be helpful. 
 
Ms Dowdell: We will see what we can take on notice, in terms of the period of time. 
 
MR COCKS: Thank you very much. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I want to take up the questions for this session, or potentially for 
the Chief Minister for Infrastructure Canberra, about the cost of capital works done here 
in Canberra versus comparable jurisdictions elsewhere. Would that be for this session 
or for— 
 
Mr Steel: Probably best— 
 
MR BRADDOCK: For this session? 
 
Mr Steel: For the Chief Minister session with Infrastructure Canberra. Infrastructure 
Canberra officials can talk to what they are seeing in the infrastructure market. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Fair enough. Then I will pivot and go to the 5 per cent short-term 
levy contribution which was introduced last year on short-term rental accommodation 
like Airbnb. Mr Steel, you estimated that the levy would result in some short-term 
rentals in the ACT switching to long-term rentals. Have you been able to measure this, 
or do you have any data or evaluation of the impact that the levy is having? 
 
Mr Steel: Obviously, the main intent of this was to raise revenue. Being clear about 
that, it is not expected to have a very significant impact on the rental market. It may 
have a positive one, but the purpose of this was to raise revenue. So, to the extent that 
it should be evaluated, it should be evaluated on the basis of how much revenue is 
brought in. And it seems it has been quite successful thus far, and that is why we have 
made the decision to increase the rate from 5 to 7.5 per cent. 
 
Ms Dowdell: We will take on notice what data we have, in relation to how we have 
done a costing as to what change in the composition of that group of residences we may 
have. I will have to take on notice the detail of what we have used to cost. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: So, just to clarify, the point you are taking taken on notice, it is in 
terms of any influence in the change from short-term housing to long-term rental. Is 
that what you are taking on notice? 
 
Ms Dowdell: We will take on notice what was the data we have about the underlying 
properties that the levy is being applied to, and whether there has been any change to 
that. We would have to see whether we can impute why that might be, but we can 
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certainly look at what was the change in the composition of the properties. 
 
MR EMERSON: Can I add to that which might— 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Well, if you are just going to do it on notice, but I have got 
further— 
 
MR EMERSON: Yes, if you could take on notice also what you are assuming—the 
number of properties you are assuming will pay this levy over the forwards. 
 
Ms Dowdell: We will look it up, yes. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Going back, I suppose, more to a policy question: have you 
considered introducing an accommodation cap on these short-stay rentals, like they 
have done in NSW, which limits the number of days to be 180 days in New South Wales 
in terms of use of a short-stay rental property? 
 
Mr Steel: I think there has been some consideration in different policy settings around 
the country prior to the introduction, originally, of the short-term accommodation levy, 
but at this stage that is not being considered. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: So, you have considered it, but it is not being considered now? 
 
Mr Steel: General policy settings have been considered. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: All right, thank you. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Question for the Minister for Finance. This is the 
Procurement Act, budget statement B, page 9 and page 27. The procurement has been 
a topic of conversation recently. The budget papers talk about the range of the work 
done by Procurement ACT to support the public service to deliver value for money 
through policies, systems, tools and practices. The legislation passed recently during 
the last sitting period, with amendments to the Government Procurement Act, in 
response to stakeholder feedback: how are these changes going? What do you expect 
that they are going to achieve? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: Well, as we discussed earlier, the amendment act changes came 
into effect on 1 July. I think I may have, at some point during that conversation, said 
“to come into effect” because, you know, “Where has the year gone?”  
 
But Procurement ACT has been working hard to ensure that the guidance for public 
servants who are undertaking procurements has been updated. So, they have updated 
implementation guidance including: in relation to substantial contract variations, and 
guidance around what is classified as a substantial contract variation, with a range of 
examples for that; and the direct approach procurements that we were talking about 
earlier, to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander businesses and to local SMEs for 
projects under $500,000. And that guidance has been designed to align with the policy 
intent of the changes in the legislation. 
 
The amendment act will also require updates to the procurement templates, as well as 
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to those guidance documents. And so that work has been ongoing. I can go into more 
detail about that if you like, recognising, I know, that we will become quite tight on 
time, but I want to acknowledge the work that Procurement ACT has done as part of 
the broader procurement reform.  
 
I think it is also really important to recognise that this work leads on from really 
substantial procurement reform that Minister Steel led in the lead-up to the 2024 
election, and the legislation that was passed in February was responding to some 
feedback on some of those changes. But I am sure that Mr Visser can respond if you 
have got more questions, in detail. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: It is guidance into training. You talk about guidance. 
Does that include training? It is possible to read guidance and maybe not take it on 
board as much as you could, or should. But, actually, specific, guided training about the 
factors that need to be considered while procurement decisions are being made, is that 
being done? 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: That is right. 
 
Mr Visser: So, there is a lot has happened. There are facts sheets, and better practice 
guides have been updated to reflect the changes effective 1 July. There are also e-learns 
in place for officers to follow, and also a range of templates have been amended to show 
these changes. We have also got a service desk for any questions on the enabled tier, 
and we have also got a team that supports procurements—either enabled or assured or 
managed—if they need any guidance. Also, we have got monthly meetings with 
directorates where any questions can be raised there. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: In the papers, there is mention of considering ethical and 
environmental considerations—or, certainly, working to support those sorts of factors. 
How does that support manifest itself in the training, or in the guidance? 
 
Mr Visser: I will just see if we can get an answer and I can share it in this session, 
otherwise— 
 
Ms Dowdell: I think, having done some of the training myself, that partly the e-learning 
models go to what the factors are that you need to take into account, and they give some 
specific examples and case studies on how you might weigh up some of the different 
factors, particularly where there might be trade-offs between them.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Okay. So, it is more “similar work that we would do” 
online training as opposed to, “We are going to have a seminar and work people 
through”? 
 
Ms Dowdell: Yes, just to deliver the training to the volume of staff across the ACTPS. 
We do most of our training online but, as Mr Visser said, they do have monthly 
community-of-practice or meetings, where they can do face-to-face and have some of 
those more detailed discussions. There are also other face-to-face forums like the 
gathering of deputy directors-general or within directorates, where there will be some 
more face-to-face discussion of those issues.  
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MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: All right, thanks.  
 
MR EMERSON: Regarding the almost $5 million over the next four years for 
Procurement ACT in the budget—I am not sure if that is the same measure Mr Werner-
Gibbings was referring to. I am curious as to what specific aims that funding intends to 
achieve.  
 
Ms Dowdell: Part of that was also the move of project management policy 
responsibilities to Procurement ACT. And I think it is also in relation to broader support 
for procurement across the ACT public service.  
 
MR EMERSON: So that might be, like, there is an FTE perhaps attached to that? That 
is all staffing? 
 
Ms Dowdell: Yes, it is mainly staffing.  
 
Mr Visser: So, we are talking about the budget bit?  
 
Ms Dowdell: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Yes, it is $4.968 million.  
 
Ms Dowdell: Yes, so it is staffing costs for— 
 
Mr Visser: So, it represents eight FTEs to support complex procurements and delivery 
of capability uplift and services, and also support to the board. Also, as was mentioned, 
we took on responsibilities around the framework of project management.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. Is that actually managing projects, when you say “the project 
framework”, or advising agencies? 
 
Ms Dowdell: It was the framework, similar to procurement. Similar to our advice on 
the procurement frameworks, it is advice and support to directorates on how to 
undertake project management—but not the delivery of specific projects.  
 
MR EMERSON: Yes, sure. That makes sense. 
 
THE CHAIR: Really quickly, Mr Cocks. One question each.  
 
MR COCKS: I try and keep it quick. Treasurer, the initiative “sustainable revenue 
motor vehicle registration fees”—on page 82 of the budget, so that you can find where 
we are going—the description states that the government will delay the implementation 
of additional indexation to motor vehicle registration as announced in the 25-26 budget.  
 
Now, in the cost-of-living statement you described this as a cost-of-living measure 
involving $7.5 million in foregone revenue this year. But the initiative itself, that 
supposedly defers additional revenue, seems to have no revenue foregone amount. 
Where does the $7.5 million foregone revenue appear? What initiative?  
 
Mr Steel: I will just invite up Chris Roberts.  
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Ms Dowdell: I think—and I will get Mr Roberts to check—the fact that there is a zero 
in 26-27 is the—there would have been— 
 
MR COCKS: But it is from last year’s budget. It says it is from a decision of last year’s 
budget.  
 
Ms Dowdell: So, the indexation we deferred, is that— 
 
Mr Roberts: That is correct. Chris Roberts, Executive Branch Manager, 
Macroeconomics, Modelling and Federal Financial Relations. Ordinarily, each year 
motor vehicle registration is indexed and also takes into account any compositional 
changes in the fleet. And I think it is attributed to a pausing in that indexation.  
 
Ms Dowdell: So, we would have received revenue from the indexation in 26-27. There 
is a zero in 26-27, which shows we are not getting any additional indexation.  
 
Mr Steel: And the answer is because it had not been baked into the last budget, but it 
was announced that we were going to increase the indexation, in the last budget process.  
 
MR COCKS: This is what I am trying to get straight. You did not actually incorporate 
the announcement from last budget into last year’s budget? 
 
Mr Steel: It was not factored in because—It is a decision, obviously, that is made 
annually around registration and we announced the intent but, obviously, factors 
beyond our control with the war in the Middle East have meant that we have made the 
decision to not go ahead with that, which is reflected in the measure. 
 
MR COCKS: So why, then, this year do we have a measure that extends into the 
forward estimates, if there was—  
 
Mr Steel: Because the government has made the decision in the budget to extend it 
over the forward estimates.  
 
MR COCKS: So why does the description of this initiative suggest that this is all about 
revenue being foregone, and pausing, and the generosity of the ACT government, when 
actually it raises an additional $36 million above the estimates profile that was in the 
budget last year? 
 
Mr Steel: Well, we are being transparent, and we made the announcement last year and 
we decided not to go ahead with that. And in this budget, we are being transparent and 
are showing that it will increase over the forward estimates and that that indexation will 
begin, instead, from the following year.  
 
And I just remind people about the reason and rationale for this additional indexation. 
It is broadly to make sure that the transition between the weight-based registration 
scheme and the emissions-based registration scheme is revenue-neutral. That is the 
intent behind it. So, we are trying to make sure that the— 
 
MR COCKS: But the projections that the increase are based on do not change. Sorry, 
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I know, chair, that you said it was the last one. I am not going to get anything useful.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your attendance 
today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your answers to the 
committee secretary within five business days of receiving the uncorrected proof 
Hansard. The committee will now suspend proceedings for a lunch break and we will 
reconvene at 2 pm.  
 
Hearing suspended from 12.46 pm to 2.00 pm. 
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Appearances: 
 
Barr, Mr Andrew, Chief Minister, Minister for Economic Development and Minister 

for Tourism and Trade 
 
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate 

Campbell, Mr Russ, Acting Head of Service and Director-General 
Wright, Mr Robert, Deputy Director-General, Office of Industrial Relations and 

Workforce Strategy 
Matthews, Ms Emma, Acting Executive Group Manager, Capability, Culture and 

Governance, Office of Industrial Relations and Workforce Strategy 
 
Infrastructure Canberra 

Geraghty, Ms Gillian, Director-General and ACT Chief Engineer 
Haraldson, Mr Anthony, Acting Deputy Director-General 

 
CHAIR: Welcome back to the public hearings for the Select Committee on Estimates 
2026-2027. We welcome Mr Andrew Barr, the Chief Minister, and officials. Please 
note that, as witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary privilege and bound by its 
obligations. You must tell the truth, as giving false or misleading evidence will be 
treated as a serious matter and will be considered contempt of the Assembly.  
 
As we are not inviting opening statements, we will now proceed to questions. I will 
throw my question to Mr Parton. 
 
MR PARTON: Thank you, Chair. Chief Minister, the Integrity Commission’s 
Operation Kingfisher report has laid bare the extent of corruption that has infected your 
government, and it has detailed that the smell of corruptions leads directly to the then 
Deputy Chief Minister’s office. The report also shines a light on the strong links 
between ACT Labor and the CFMEU. Given that the entire Operation Kingfisher report 
revolves around improper influence on behalf of the CFMEU, can I ask: how is it 
possible that you can continue to have a minister in your cabinet—the minister for 
industrial relations, no less—who is still a card-carrying member of the CFMEU? 
 
Mr Barr: Thank you for the question, Mr Parton. I am not about to begin a McCarthyist 
style witch-hunt of people’s membership of organisations. I would have thought that 
the principle of freedom of association was one that was pretty dear to the heart of the 
Liberal Party.  
 
It is important to acknowledge a number of things. Firstly, the CFMEU is no longer 
affiliated to the Australian Labor Party in any state or territory branch, and the union is 
in administration at this point. But an individual’s membership of an organisation does 
not, in and of itself, mean that they are either under the influence of that organisation 
or, as an individual, subject to any adverse findings against, for example, the leadership 
or other members of that organisation. It would be akin, as I have said in the media, to 
suggesting that someone’s religious affiliation would be in question because of the 
behaviour of another member of that faith or, indeed, the leadership of that faith.  
 
I think we need to judge individuals on their behaviour. We have seen these sorts of 
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approaches in world history in the past. I am not about to begin a “Are you a member 
of the CFMEU; have you ever been a member of the CFMEU?” McCarthyist-style 
witch-hunt through the entire government, public service or community. I do not think 
that is a reasonable approach. But I do acknowledge that the issues that have been 
identified in the Kingfisher Integrity Commission report need a systemic response. I 
would argue that that has been put in place through a number of rounds of procurement 
reform since the Auditor-General’s report was released. There are, clearly, further areas 
that, upon receipt of the report, we can respond to, and I have undertaken publicly to do 
so. There will be a government response to the report.  
 
The final observation to make is that, clearly, there are further legal processes that 
follow from this. I have outlined, both in my statement and to the community more 
broadly, what they are, but I am, obviously, limited and I would not seek to prejudice 
any further processes, as I respect the clear separation between the executive and the 
judiciary in this regard. 
 
MR PARTON: Chief Minister, if you can direct me to the report which shows 
corruption linked to any of the churches or religious organisations in this town, I would 
be keen to read it. Since my call for Mr Pettersson to relinquish his CFMEU 
membership, have you had any contact, either directly or indirectly, from the CFMEU? 
 
Mr Barr: No, I have not. I have not had any contact from the CFMEU. 
 
MR PARTON: Irrespective of the defence that you have given at this hearing, you 
must understand that this does not pass the pub test; that the opinion of the general 
public is that, after the serious corruption that centred around favours to the CFMEU, 
surely, you understand that anything other than a complete separation of ministers and 
this union will not be accepted by the public of this city. 
 
Mr Barr: I understand the seriousness of the Kingfisher report, but I cannot accept that 
that means a McCarthyist-style witch-hunt of everyone who has ever been a member or 
is currently a member of that organisation.  
 
MR PARTON: Are you frightened of the CFMEU, Chief Minister, and their influence, 
in and out of the party? 
 
Mr Barr: No, I am not. I am not frightened of the CFMEU. I think this line of 
questioning has a little bit more theatre and performative nature to it, Mr Parton. I 
understand why it is necessary for you to undertake this, but we have already had this 
discussion multiple times, so I am not sure that there is much more I can add to that. 
 
MR PARTON: In closing, the CFMEU represents workers in the construction, mining 
and forestry industries. Does Mr Pettersson moonlight and wear hi-vis, and participate 
in these industries on weekends? I am just asking. 
 
Mr Barr: I think that is a joke question, Chair. I will not respond to that.  
 
MR EMERSON: This is an important report to respond to. Regarding the Operation 
Kingfisher report, there is some colourful language quoted in that report. I am sure you 
will have read the text message exchange between people who were then both chiefs of 
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staff of ministers in your government. One said: “The C-word doesn’t know who he is 
talking to.” At another point, they said: “Tell him I chewed that C-word [redacted name] 
out. “Man, we’re not out of the woods yet but I think [redacted name] might soon be 
proven to have effed with the wrong min.” The other chief of staff responded to that, 
saying, “Mate eff him.” Is this kind of language common in ministerial offices? 
 
Mr Barr: I do not believe so, no.  
 
MR EMERSON: When did you first find out about the nature of this text message 
exchange? 
 
Mr Barr: Obviously, the full extent of it when the report was released. 
 
MR EMERSON: And parts of it prior to that? 
 
Mr Barr: There was a degree of evidence, I think, given publicly. I am really not able 
legally to discuss the Integrity Commission’s process. Obviously, the full extent of all 
those bits of electronic surveillance and messaging that they obtained are outlined in 
the report. I think the fulsome answer is when the report was released. 
 
MR EMERSON: Do you accept that these kinds of exchanges regarding a public 
official, a government official, between chiefs of staff of ministers in your government 
reflect a cultural issue? 
 
Mr Barr: The content of the messages is appalling. I do not believe it is a cultural issue 
that extends across the executive, and nor do I believe it is a pattern of behaviour that 
continued beyond a particular individual. I think it is important to note that this reflects 
matters from six years ago. 
 
MR EMERSON: Has there been any change to policy or, perhaps more importantly, 
the implementation of policy since you or Ms Berry found out about these texts, to 
ensure that this kind of thing is not happening between chiefs of staff in ministerial 
offices? 
 
Mr Barr: Certainly, the Ministerial Staff Code of Conduct reflects what should be the 
appropriate standards for communication. I note, of course, that that relates to people’s 
work. What they say to each other privately, outside work, that does not relate to work 
is not my business; but, as it relates to their roles as chiefs of staff or, indeed, as 
ministerial staff and in relation to public officials, it is unacceptable and not a culture 
that I believe is prevalent across the executive.  
 
MRS MORRIS: My question is in relation to Minister Pettersson’s CFMEU 
membership. Chief Minister, in 2018, ex-Labor minister John Hargreaves said that, if 
the CFMEU told Mr Pettersson to dance, Mr Pettersson had to say, “Would you like to 
rumba or would you like to swing?” Chief Minister, do you have any concerns that the 
minister for industrial relations might be a puppet of the CFMEU?  
 
Mr Barr: No, I do not believe the minister for industrial relations is a puppet of the 
CFMEU. I believe the minister is an individual who is entitled to his membership of 
organisations under freedom of association, provided those organisations are legal. The 
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minister is his own man and does not take orders from anyone in the CFMEU.  
 
MRS MORRIS: According to a former Labor minister, the industrial relations minister 
is not his own man, and he would dance to the tune of the CFMEU. 
 
Mr Barr: That is another person’s view. 
 
MRS MORRIS: Why would a former Labor minister make such disparaging 
comments if there is no truth to it? 
 
Mr Barr: I have known John Hargreaves for a long time. He loves a colourful phrase, 
but I think that, in this instance, that reference from more than nearly a decade ago is 
not a fair reflection of Minister Pettersson or his character.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Do you have any concerns that the industrial relations minister might 
be frightened of the CFMEU and their influence in and out of the Labor Party? 
 
Mr Barr: No, I do not believe that is a factor. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Chief Minister, I believe you mentioned the government response. 
Could you please give me a timeframe for that response? How will it address giving the 
Canberra community confidence that there are no other instances where they might 
have paid more than the going market rate, how to prevent future recurrence of such an 
event happening and some of the outstanding questions that arise out of the Integrity 
Commissioner’s report?  
 
Mr Barr: Indeed. Obviously, there are a range of areas there that need to be responded 
to, and pieces of work that will take some time. As a rough guide, the government 
normally takes three to four months to respond to committee reports. This one is 
probably a little more substantive, with no disrespect to committees, at 330 pages and 
with a range of issues there. We will respond as quickly as we can. The indicative 
timeframe would be the four-month mark, but if it takes a few weeks longer to be able 
to compile certain information that I think the report has suggested would be 
worthwhile, we will take that little bit of extra time.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Within the report, there is naming of 17 ACT public servants, with 
one finding of serious corrupt conduct, and four others who, from my examination, look 
like they may have breached the ACT code of conduct; of course, I am not the 
determiner of that. How will the government take the information from this report and 
ensure that they have addressed any potential breaches of the code of conduct?  
 
Mr Barr: For public servants— 
 
MR BRADDOCK: The ACT Public Sector Code of Conduct. 
 
Mr Barr: I will ask the Acting Head of Service to respond to that.  
 
Mr Campbell: With respect to the report’s findings in relation to specific public 
servants, the report is quite clear. There is naming with an asterisk and naming without 
an asterisk. There is a statement being made by the commissioner through that process 
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about those that have had adverse findings made against them, as a matter of the report’s 
findings. We have employment obligations that exist within the enterprise agreements 
that we need to follow appropriately. Suffice to say that appropriate referral pathways 
are currently being considered and some are underway. It would be a denial of fair 
process to go any further at this point on those.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Fair enough. I would note that, just because the Integrity 
Commissioner, who is not responsible for the ACTPS Code of Conduct, is not the 
expert to determine whether someone has breached the code of conduct, the presence 
or otherwise of an asterisk does not necessarily dictate whether that has happened or 
not. 
 
Mr Campbell: Yes, I did not say that, though.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I am sorry if I implied that from your answer.  
 
MS CLAY: Chief Minister, on culture, on a different angle from Mr Emerson’s, with 
the number of people who were in meetings, who were involved in processes and who 
were not found to have engaged in corrupt conduct but were around it, the report talks 
a lot about rumours circulating in the directorate; it seemed to be quite a well-known 
thing that something was happening in this space. Have you looked at the culture of 
your government at the moment, and the public service, that clearly in this report was 
aware that there was corruption going on? 
 
Mr Barr: What is implied within the Integrity Commissioner’s commentary reflected 
that period of time, and I think a number of lessons have been learned from that. It is 
important to note that the duration of the Integrity Commission’s process was 
exhaustive. Last week was not the first time that this issue broadly had come to both 
the government’s attention and public attention. I would, in fact, go back to the Auditor-
General’s work from four or five years ago and the government response there. 
 
There are now three rounds of procurement reform, and the establishment of 
Infrastructure Canberra as a centralised agency to handle major construction 
procurements. The previous model, going back six or seven years, was a quite devolved 
model by directorates. I think there have been a number of changes put in place since 
2019-20.  
 
This is a difficult and complex set of issues and circumstances to respond to. It is to the 
Assembly’s credit that we have an Integrity Commission and that the process, although 
extended, has clearly demonstrated the value of the organisation and both its 
investigative role and its educative role.  
 
As I said in response to an earlier question, it must now be abundantly clear to ministers, 
ministerial offices, the public service, external lobbyists, organisations and stakeholders 
where procurement decision-making lies and where it does not. Where there is lobbying 
and inappropriate influence or attempts to influence procurement decisions through 
ministerial offices or ministerial staff, there are now systemic changes in place that 
should make it very clear that that is not a pathway that will influence a procurement 
decision.  
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MS CLAY: I might check that I have heard correctly, to make sure that I am not 
misquoting you, Chief Minister. 
 
Mr Barr: Sure. 
 
MS CLAY: Six years ago, there was a culture problem that allowed this corruption to 
take place, but you believe that the government has since taken action that makes sure 
there is no longer that culture problem. You have fixed the problem.  
 
Mr Barr: I would broadly accept, with your summation, saying that, clearly, this 
occurred, so there was a problem previously. There was a risk that something like this 
could occur, and it did. But every effort has been made to reduce that risk as much as 
possible. In the end, there are still humans who make an assessment decision on who 
would win a tender or not, but the process, the documentation, the clear criteria and the 
way that procurement is undertaken in 2026 are very different from that period. I think 
that a huge amount has been done to reduce the systemic risk.  
 
With the organisations, we are talking about a public service of more than 30,000 people. 
This report shows that, even within an organisation with strong structures, there can be 
risks, and we can endeavour to do all we can to reduce the risk, but I do not think anyone 
could sit there and say that all risk is eliminated. It cannot be, but processes could be in 
place, and are in place, to significantly reduce risk.  
 
MS CLAY: I might offer a comment, Chief Minister. I will be very brief. 
 
Mr Barr: Sure. 
 
MS CLAY: I think people are not so shocked that, out of 30,000 public servants, there 
may be one or two individuals who have ever engaged in corrupt conduct. I think what 
is shocking people is that it is a director-general and a chief of staff. That is a very 
different and much smaller group of people that you are dealing with. 
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Emerson?  
 
MR EMERSON: I want to go to a different topic, whistleblowing laws, and the 
integrity policy related to the whistleblowing framework. I want to engage with you on 
your sense of the sufficiency of current processes in terms of reporting. Someone might 
raise something internally within their part of government, whether it is with the D-G 
or CEO, depending on where they work. That can perhaps sit with that person; it might 
be referred on to the Public Sector Standards Commissioner or to the Integrity 
Commission. What is your understanding of the clarity that staff have, in terms of those 
reporting, and with those receiving reports, when it comes to knowing where they need 
to refer something?  
 
Mr Barr: Within the public sector or within the Assembly?  
 
MR EMERSON: Within the public sector. 
 
Mr Barr: Within the public sector. I will refer to officials around the public sector.  
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Mr Wright: I have read and acknowledge the privilege statement. Within the public 
service, there are a number of ways in which you can report, and options and pathways 
in terms of matters of wrongdoing. In terms of misconduct matters, we follow the Public 
Sector Management Act and, in particular, section 9, which is in relation to the code of 
conduct. 
 
We follow the enterprise agreement processes, which require a preliminary assessment 
prior to a matter moving to investigation. Where matters move to an investigation, they 
are referred through to the Public Sector Standards Commissioner and the PSU, which 
sits below him.  
 
In terms of corruption matters, there is the Integrity Commission; there is also Integrity 
Commission training, which is provided to all staff within the ACTPS. All directorates 
also have their own integrity and ethical decision-making training. As part of whole-
government new starter induction, there is an element to that training, too, which covers 
matters of integrity, misconduct and the Public Sector Management Act. 
 
We also have the Public Interest Disclosure Act—the PIDs. We have our servers and 
disclosure offices in relation to those particular matters, and the act which supports that. 
We have the Reportable Conduct Scheme in relation to allegations or convictions of 
child abuse and the like, and training and support mechanisms in regard to that.  
 
There is a very broad suite of legislation, supporting policies and avenues for people to 
report matters of wrongdoing. We have training to support that. 
 
MR EMERSON: With respect to the Public Interest Disclosure Act, if someone seems 
to have made a public interest disclosure, that triggers specific protections for that 
individual; is that right? 
 
Mr Wright: Correct. 
 
MR EMERSON: Who is responsible for determining whether or not something is a 
public interest disclosure? 
 
Mr Wright: Currently, that is a matter for the Integrity Commission. We are, as part of 
the review elements by Govey of the Public Interest Disclosure Act, looking to work 
with the Public Sector Standards Commissioner and the Integrity Commissioner in 
regard to changing that to the Public Sector Standards Commissioner, which is one part 
of the recommendations made there. Currently, determining whether disclosable 
conduct has occurred is a matter for the Integrity Commissioner.  
 
MR EMERSON: I might have an issue, and I am working within, say, CMTEDD. I 
report it to you, Mr Wright, you decide not to approach the Head of Service, let us say, 
or the Head of Service decides not to pass that on to the Integrity Commission. Until 
such time as that does occur, I do not have the protections under the Public Interest 
Disclosure Act; is that right? 
 
Mr Wright: I cannot imagine a construct where the Head of Service or disclosure 
officer would not put that matter through. Where it is being purported to be a public 
interest disclosure or where the contents of that are not a public interest disclosure, but 
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particularly where it is purported and someone is claiming that it is a PID, the disclosure 
officers are quite consistent in the provision of that to the Integrity Commission. 
 
MR EMERSON: In a hypothetical situation, maybe we do not use the Head of Service 
to impugn— 
 
Mr Wright: I cannot do hypotheticals, Mr Emerson. 
 
MR EMERSON: If someone decided not to refer that on to the Integrity Commission, 
it is true to say that the public interest disclosure protections do not kick in until that 
has occurred and the Integrity Commission has deemed that it is, in fact, a PID. 
 
Mr Wright: I might throw to Ms Matthews.  
 
Ms Matthews: The protections exist when a response has not been given within three 
months. 
 
MR EMERSON: From the Integrity Commission? 
 
Ms Matthews: That protection comes automatically with what you have described as 
the disclosure, whether or not it becomes a PID, either when it is accepted or with the 
passage of three months. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. That would require—I forget the language you used—
someone to say, “This is a PID,” as opposed to someone writing to, say, the CEO of 
CIT and saying, “I think there are serious public safety concerns in relation to the 
students training on electric vehicles that have been hired by a hire car company.” If 
the CEO does not decide that that is a PID, therefore the protections are not triggered 
for that person, because they did not self-describe it as a PID and the CEO never referred 
it to the Integrity Commission.  
 
Ms Matthews: If the discloser has made the disclosure to a disclosure officer—a server, 
as described by Mr Wright—at that point it would be the three months. If they have 
made that disclosure to a disclosure officer, the three months is operative.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. The challenge I am having here is with the disclosure. Given 
that it is the Integrity Commission that determines whether something is a public 
interest disclosure, what gets counted as a public interest disclosure if it has taken three 
months, but the Integrity Commission has not made a determination? Anything that is 
sent to a—  
 
Ms Matthews: At the three-month mark, they get the protections as if it was a protected 
disclosure, at that three-month mark. 
 
MR EMERSON: That would require someone later on assessing that this would have 
been a PID if the Integrity Commission has assessed it as such? 
 
Ms Matthews: From the three-month mark, it gets that protection. In the intervening 
three months, you would need somebody to accept it as a protected interest disclosure, 
for the three months to be shortened. 
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MR EMERSON: I understand. From the three months, where they have not heard back, 
what kind of matter becomes a PID automatically? If a determination has not been made 
by the Integrity Commission that the disclosure you have made is a PID and you have 
not called it a PID, what gets counted as a PID at three months, if they have not heard 
back? Is it something that would meet the language used in the Public Interest 
Disclosure Act? Does anyone— 
 
Mr Wright: Yes, I would think so, Mr Emerson. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. This is concerning, because this is happening, and people do 
not know whether or not they are protected They do not know who they are able to talk 
to. It seems a little bit like perhaps the officials responsible do not know if they are 
protected, either. If people do not really know where to go, I can imagine that there 
might be a disincentive within government agencies to forward something on to the 
Integrity Commission.  
 
Mr Wright: Mr Emerson, I do not believe that that is the case. Having been a server 
myself, I take that role exceptionally seriously. I have made sure that, when I have been 
doing those roles, those matters have been referred to the appropriate bodies. You can 
also go directly to the Integrity Commission, which is another pathway that people can 
take in relation to these matters.  
 
MR EMERSON: I want to put a different example to you. A former head of the Office 
for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs made a self-described public interest 
disclosure to the Head of Service in August 2025. I know you are familiar with this 
case. I understand that, at that time, it was referred to the Integrity Commission—a great 
job, Mr Wright—and they either deemed it was not a matter for them or referred it back 
to the directorate. It then seemingly just sat there, from August 2025 until March 2026, 
when the matter was raised publicly, at which point the Head of Service referred the 
matter to the Public Sector Standards Commissioner. In June 2026, I understand that 
the Public Sector Standards Commissioner referred the matter to the Integrity 
Commission for investigation again as a PID. In July, it was confirmed as a PID by the 
Integrity Commission and sent back to the Public Sector Standards Commissioner for 
investigation. Is that your understanding of the timeline? 
 
Mr Wright: My understanding of the timeline, noting that I can only really see the 
things for which I have carriage or am aware of, is that, on 4 August, the Head of 
Service received the allegations from Mr Moyle as a purported PID. On 7 August, as 
DD-G OIRWS, I referred Mr Moyle’s correspondence to the ACT 
Integrity Commissioner as a purported PID.  
 
I understand that, from there, from discussions with the Integrity Commission, the 
Integrity Commission went back to Mr Moyle on Friday, 26 September 2025, 
determining that the allegations did not constitute a public interest disclosure or an 
integrity matter under the Integrity Commission Act, and he was advised of that 
decision. 
 
On 1 October, we received a report from the commission to that effect, and that 
Mr Moyle had been informed by the commission. I understand that, with the matters 
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going to the media earlier this year, the Head of Service then referred the matter to the 
Public Sector Standards Commissioner. 
 
MR EMERSON: So you can see my concern: it is disclosed internally in August 2025; 
in September 2025, it is deemed not be a PID; the issues then come to a member of the 
Assembly, and it is raised publicly, and then the same matter is referred back through 
multiple steps to the Integrity Commission, who determines it is a PID, at which point 
the Public Interest Disclosure protections are triggered, which are the specific 
protections which would allow him to bring that matter to a member of the Assembly 
to raise.  
 
Mr Wright: I understand. 
 
MR EMERSON: There is this massive circularity here. 
 
Mr Wright: I understand your point, Mr Emerson, but I note, going to your original 
suggestion that maybe something would not get passed through to the Integrity 
Commission, that it was provided through the Head of Service on the 4th, and it was 
provided to the Integrity Commission on the 7th. 
 
MR EMERSON: I think I am making a point more about a failure of the laws rather 
than the failure of the individuals involved in the case. 
 
THE CHAIR: We will move on. Mr Braddock? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Going back to the Kingfisher report’s unresolved questions—
firstly, relating to Mr Ferguson, where the commissioner is writing to the minister in 
terms of a LAMS EA investigation; although, I note that you, as the Chief Minister, I 
believe, are the employer of all executive staff. 
 
Mr Barr: I think in a legal sense the contract is to the minister, so the minister is 
effectively the manager in this instance. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: My question is: how are we going to ensure that there is a fair, 
independent process that is free from perceived political bias to deal with that matter? 
 
Mr Barr: A similar process that has been used in relation to previous ministerial staff 
matters would be used again. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: What is that process? Please, can you explain it for me? 
 
Mr Barr: That has involved an independent person being appointed to undertake the 
review. That I think happened in the last Assembly in relation to matters in the 
minister’s office, that I can recall. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. Secondly, going to Mr Ceramidas, who is currently in the 
ACT public service, and I take on board Mr Campbell’s feedback that we cannot 
prejudice the process, but at the same time we need to risk manage. We have an ACT 
public servant who has got a finding of serious corrupt conduct. How are we managing 
the risk of their current employment within the ACT Public Service? 
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Mr Campbell: Suffice to say that this is a live process, and it would be completely 
inappropriate for me to go further at this point other than to assure you that that is front 
of mind for me. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I will try to pick that up a little in terms of this: what is the 
government doing for a risk management process to ensure that the people of the ACT 
and the ACT government are protected from any potential actions from this whole 
series of behaviours, even noting it is six years ago, as you say? What have we done in 
that timeframe to ensure that we are risk managing this? 
 
Mr Campbell: Risk managing what specifically are you pointing to? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: We have had a director-general and chief of staff—so very senior 
members—have been found to have engaged in serious corrupt conduct. How do we 
know that they have not engaged in the same behaviour in other procurement, that they 
do not still have access to government systems or government information, or that there 
is no further potential fallout from their actions? 
 
Mr Campbell: Are you saying subsequent to the issuing of the report? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I am saying also going back as early as when we first became aware 
of the problem. Have we actually proactively taken any risk management steps to ensure 
that we protected the ACT people and the government? 
 
Mr Campbell: In terms of the actual findings, they are not findings until they are. So 
if we are going to have suspicions on the basis of allegations that are in the public 
domain which have not been proven or have not been considered by the commission—
I do not know that you can do very much more than ensure that the existing code of 
conduct and practices are in place. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: It would be naive, though, if you took no steps to protect yourself 
or the ACT government or peoples, if you had a reasonable case and there are suspicions, 
whilst you went through due process. 
 
Mr Campbell: I think to assert any more than what has been in various forums, which 
was at that point untested, would be quite inappropriate—to go further than that—other 
than to ensure that people are following the existing processes, code of conduct 
requirements and all the raft of changes that the Chief Minister has referred to in relation 
to enhanced probity arrangements, enhanced training, enhanced awareness of proper 
procurement processes and those being followed. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: What have we done to foster a culture of openness and, dare I say 
it, whistleblowing—and Mr Emerson was just referring to it—to ensure that this could 
have been reported earlier? People could have brought this matter to light earlier 
without it progressing to the point it did. 
 
Mr Campbell: The referrals process has been in place for some considerable time. The 
PID disclosure, for which I do not know the precise starting point, has been in existence 
for many years, which is consistent with what exists in the commonwealth. This is about 
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the same in terms of the processes that you would follow if you had any suspicions of 
such behaviour in the organisation you are working in. 
 
Mr Barr: I understand the line of questioning and the rationale for it. I also understand 
that officials need to be quite careful in any public commentary in a hearing like this. It 
might be best that we take the broad thrust of the question on notice and provide a 
written answer that, I suspect, will not in advertently create any legal issues, but 
endeavour to address your questioning, Mr Braddock. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. I will try to bring it up a level. Are there any financial 
liabilities to the ACT arising out of this episode? 
 
Mr Campbell: You are asking for a legal opinion on exposures— 
 
MR BRADDOCK: No. I am asking a financial risk question. 
 
Mr Campbell: In the sense of what, though? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Are there any possible costs that we might be liable for? I know it 
may be the case that it might still have to play out in terms of process, but is there any 
potential liability that the ACT people could be facing as a result of this episode? 
 
Mr Campbell: I would have to take that on notice, if there is anything I can provide on 
that. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: We have got a few supplementaries. We will go to Mr Parton first, and 
then to Ms Clay. 
 
MR PARTON: Chief Minister, is Mr Ferguson still employed as Mr Steel’s chief of 
staff? 
 
Mr Barr: Yes. 
 
MR PARTON: Given that the report states very clearly, and I will quote, “Accordingly, 
I have decided to refer Mr Ferguson’s conduct to the relevant Minister to consider what, 
if any, action should be taken pursuant to the Enterprise Agreement,” have you spoken 
to Mr Steel about Mr Ferguson’s action, and if so, when did that discussion take place? 
 
Mr Barr: Once the report was publicly released—that finding or that recommendation 
from the Integrity Commissioner we became aware of in his final report. That obviously 
then begins a process. That process does involve Minister Steel. Conversations took 
place, essentially, on the same day the report was released, and a process is now under 
way.  
 
MR PARTON: Just finally: when were you first made aware of the Integrity 
Commission’s serious findings concerning the conduct of senior ministerial staff? And 
I am referring particularly to Mr Ferguson. Are you genuinely suggesting to us that you 
were not made aware of those serious findings until the report was released on Thursday 
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of last week?  
 
Mr Barr: The Integrity Commission’s findings are only findings once the report is 
released, so last Thursday is when they became an official finding. 
 
MR PARTON: But Chief Minister, honestly, are you seriously telling me— 
 
Mr Barr: Mr Parton, I am very aware of my obligations under the Integrity 
Commission Act. I am also very aware of when a recommendation or a statement from 
the Integrity Commissioner becomes a statement of fact, and that is once a final report 
is tabled. I am just not in a position to discuss any elements before that because that is 
not appropriate or legal.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you.  
 
THE CHAIR: Ms Clay? 
 
MS CLAY: We understand the need for procedural fairness. We, of course, all 
understand this. It is very obvious to us. But we do have clear precedent in other 
contexts: when there are allegations that are serious enough, the person is removed from 
the ability to cause further harm whilst the investigation is pending. This happens a lot 
in the criminal justice system. It happened with Leanne Cover. She was suspended with 
pay. Were there any steps to ensure that the people who have now been found to have 
engaged in serious corrupt conduct, and quite a lot of other people who do not have 
asterisks against their name who have continued to be making decisions for 
government—were there any steps by government taken to ensure that the public 
interest was not exposed to harm whilst the investigation was underway? 
 
THE CHAIR: The words you are looking for there are “Chinese wall”.  
 
Mr Barr: I appreciate the nature of the question, and I will take it on notice and 
endeavour to answer it with good intent, noting all of the legal obligations that we are 
under.  
 
MS CLAY: Thank you.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Chief Minister, with regard to his employment under the Legislative 
Assembly (Members’ Staff) Act, I understand that on his departure from the Deputy 
Chief Minister’s Office, the former chief of staff received a separation payment in line 
with section B7 of the enterprise agreement. Chief Minister, can you confirm whether 
your former Deputy Chief Minister’s chief of staff received a separation payment? 
 
Mr Barr: I am not in a position to do that now. I will need to take legal advice in 
relation to that matter as well, but I appreciate the intent of the question, and I will 
endeavour to answer it, as I can, legally and appropriately.  
 
MRS MORRIS: And in answering that, can you elaborate on the circumstances 
surrounding the separation payment?  
 
Mr Barr: Again, I will need to take legal advice in relation to that matter, but— 
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THE CHAIR: Sorry, what legal advice, Chief Minister? 
 
Mr Barr: There would be a range of employment law and personal privacy law that 
would be impacted here.  
 
THE CHAIR: Yes, but the person has been found to have been engaged in serious 
corrupt conduct. We are before an inquiry.  
 
Mr Barr: Yes, I will need— 
 
THE CHAIR: What is the legal advice that you need to say whether or not that person 
received a separation payment?  
 
Mr Barr: I am not at liberty to discuss legal advice matters. I will take that advice. I 
take the question on notice.  
 
THE CHAIR: But we are here— 
 
MRS MORRIS: Did you seek advice on that prior to this hearing? 
 
Mr Barr: I will take the question on notice.  
 
THE CHAIR: Did you seek advice, though? That is the question.  
 
Mr Barr: I am— 
 
THE CHAIR: It is a yes or no, Chief Minister.  
 
Mr Barr: I am very clear that there are matters that are very sensitive that a stray 
comment in this hearing could significantly influence.  
 
THE CHAIR: Absolutely, Chief Minister, and you have had some conversations, 
surely. You have known that this report was coming up. Surely you can answer yes or 
no as to whether you sought advice.  
 
Mr Barr: I have received a wide variety of advice, as you would expect.  
 
THE CHAIR: Okay, so is it a yes or no to that?  
 
Mr Barr: Thank you for trying to lead the witness, Chair! I have taken the question on 
notice. I think that is the appropriate thing to do. I will endeavour to answer the question, 
but I need to make sure that the answers are both accurate and— 
 
THE CHAIR: It is a yes or no. It is a yes or no, Chief Minister.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Chief Minister, do you think Canberrans have the right to know 
whether the former Deputy Chief Minister’s chief of staff received a separation 
payment in light of these serious corrupt conduct findings made against him? 
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Mr Barr: Again, I accept— 
 
THE CHAIR: Mrs Morris, we will move on— 
 
Mr Barr: I accept the nature of the question, and I accept there would be a level of 
public interest in that. I will take on notice the question and see what information I can 
provide.  
 
MRS MORRIS: And if I may have one more: would the government seek to recuperate 
any costs?  
 
Mr Barr: That is a hypothetical question I am not in a position to answer.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Well, not really.  
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Werner-Gibbings? 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thanks, Chair. Just checking that this is budget 
estimates!  
 
MR PARTON: Yes.  
 
THE CHAIR: Yes. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Yes? Excellent! I have questions about the budget.  
 
Mr Barr: Okay! 
 
MR PARTON: Integrity and policy— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: No, questions about the budget. Here we go.  
 
MRS MORRIS: You do not care about corruption in government?  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Let’s go! In the budget there is some information about 
the Railway Precinct urban renewal project in Kingston.  
 
Mr Barr: Yes.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The ACT, New South Wales and the commonwealth 
have jointly committed $100 million to improve the Sydney to Canberra rail corridor: 
$85 million for works between Goulburn and Canberra; and $15 million for planning 
long-term upgrades. Why have the governments prioritised what look to me like 
incremental improvements as the first stage of the long-term strategy. How incremental 
will it be until we start thinking of big improvements? 
 
Mr Barr: Sure. There obviously are a number of different asset owners of the rail line 
between Canberra and Sydney. Included in that is the Australian government’s Rail 
Track Corporation; there is a regional line owned by the New South Wales government, 
and that is principally from Canberra to Goulburn; and then, once you reach the Sydney 
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metropolitan area, Sydney Trains come into the equation.  
 
Previously the Australian government, through its budget, has funded a range of track 
upgrades on the Sydney-Melbourne rail line. The Canberra train joins that rail line just 
south of Goulburn at what is called Joppa Junction. There has been a lot of work 
undertaken over the last few years, which is nearing completion, to provide overtaking 
opportunities for passenger trains to get ahead of some very slow-moving freight trains 
in that precinct. That funding allocation has been in the order of $60 million to $70 
million dollars, and that will enable the Canberra services to not get stuck behind freight 
services once they get into that Joppa Junction area, which is where the Canberra line, 
effectively, joins the main Sydney-Melbourne line.  
 
There is also another overtaking opportunity that has been funded, and work is 
underway in the Southern Highlands, which is another area of congestion and slowness 
in the Canberra-Sydney rail corridor. The funding that was announced in this year’s 
budget rounds in the commonwealth, New South Wales and ACT budgets focuses on 
the section that is between Canberra and Joppa Junction and is looking at a range of 
improvements that are relatively low cost that can shave further minutes off the journey. 
The objective is to improve reliability and to get the service from what can range 
between a little over four hours and 4½ hours—the normal timetabling is about four 
hours 10 minutes to four hours 30 minutes—reliably below four hours with the work 
that has already been funded and nearly completed, and the work that is part of this 
package between the three governments.  
 
The New South Wales government has, of course, procured new trains, and they are 
arriving in Australia from their international manufacturing and being adjusted, I think, 
in a facility in Dubbo and then progressively being added to New South Wales regional 
rail services. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Hopefully they will enable the internet.  
 
Mr Barr: Amongst other things—WiFi power to each seat, all those sorts of things that 
would reflect a 21st century rail service. The combination of the track work and the 
improvements to level crossings, particularly the signalisation, with the digitalisation 
of signals, as the rail signalling service is very important as well—the combined impact 
of all of that is to get the travel time down below four hours. A further round of 
investment would be needed to get it comfortably to less than 3½ hours, and then the 
ultimate objective would be to get close to the three-hour time, which would make it 
very competitive with people driving to Sydney, particularly given your arrival point in 
Sydney would be Central Station.  
 
There are scheduling challenges and suffice to say the Sydney suburban rail network is 
the most congested rail network in the country, so the timing of when the Canberra train 
arrives at, I think it is Campbelltown, and gets into that suburban network, is absolutely 
critical to its on-time arrival at Central Station. What has been causing difficulties has 
been the passenger train getting stuck behind a freight train and having no way of 
overtaking, and that is what the Southern Highlands Overtaking Opportunity project—
SHOO project—has been about.  
 
I had the opportunity to visit the site with the New South Wales minister and the ARTC 
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earlier in the month. The work is nearly complete, so that is the first practical track 
improvement that will make the most tangible difference for Canberra services. The 
new trains and the further track work will get us comfortably to a point that the service 
will reliably always be less than four hours, unless there is some calamity that is incident 
based, rather than just the reality of the rail network. So I think there is significant 
improvement ahead, but still there is more to do in relation to this project.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: So, the incremental stuff that is coming out—that is the 
next two to three years? 
 
Mr Barr: Yes. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The rail work and new trains—is that three to five?  
 
Mr Barr: No, they are— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: What is the longer-term vision? You discussed what the 
aim is. How do you get to 3½ hours?  
 
Mr Barr: The new trains are arriving month by month into New South Wales. Some 
of them are already operating. They are operating for Sydney-Newcastle, for example—
so those intercity services. What we have been working with the New South Wales 
government on is increasing the number of services. It is currently at three a day, but 
they are all pretty much fully booked, often months in advance. So, it is adding more 
services and looking at the timetabling to see whether some more express services—
not stopping everywhere along the way—could also help take 10 to 15 minutes off the 
journey time through to Sydney.  
 
New South Wales will clearly still want the train to stop, for example, in Goulburn and 
at a few of the Southern Highland stations, and probably at some of the Sydney metro 
stations as well—“metropolitan”, not metro as in their underground train service. That 
would also contribute to getting the journey time down closer to the three hours 45 
minutes that would be really desirable. We would then require further track work, 
particularly on that Canberra-Goulburn section, which is what has been funded in that 
three-government funding package.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Okay. You mentioned making it competitive with private 
cars or, even, planes, if you add getting in— 
 
Mr Barr: Yes, I think so.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Not in terms of travel time but in terms of all the time. 
 
Mr Barr: Yes.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: And that is assuming ongoing cooperation between the 
commonwealth, New South Wales and ACT governments That is a feasible medium to 
long-term objective? 
 
Mr Barr: Yes. I have been at this for 10 years. I think there have been four different 



PROOF 
 

Estimates—27-07-2026 P679 Mr A Barr and others 

New South Wales premiers and probably eight different transport ministers over that 
journey. But we have finally got actual budgeted money and a detailed laundry list of 
all of the works that need to be undertaken, and the best engagement, at officials’ level, 
with the different network and track operators, and I think a real desire to make this 
service better.  
 
I always get asked, “Why don’t you go for the holy grail of the bullet train?” Frankly, 
it is the difference between spending and getting a commitment for hundreds of millions 
of dollars across three governments over multiple budgets, or $10 billion or more. 
Bullet trains have been talked about since I was in primary school, and as sad as it is 
for me, my time in primary school is increasingly a long time in the past, so I am very 
focused on what we can do now to make a popular service better. That has been the 
outcome of the work to date: time taken off, new trains coming, more reliable services 
and more services. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thanks, Chair. 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you.  
 
MS CLAY: Chief Minister, a few of us have asked you various questions about why 
capital works projects in the ACT cost a lot. It is a difficult question to phrase. I will 
mention just three examples that we have run through quite a lot before. The 
Christchurch stadium took three years to build in New Zealand. It has seating capacity 
of 30,000 people and cost them $560 million. I know we do not have a project in our 
pipeline, but, if we were looking for a stadium for us, it would cost $1 billion to 
$3 billion. The Adelaide Aquatic Centre took three years to build and cost $135 million. 
It is a similar price to what we are looking at, but theirs has five pools, a water park, a 
gym, a physio and a cafe—quite a lot of facilities that ours does not have. And there is 
the Canberra Theatre. We ran this one through various estimates a while ago. That is 
currently budgeted at around $300 million, I think— 
 
Mr Barr: For the construction package that is underway now?  
 
MS CLAY: Yes—for a 2,000-seat venue. Adelaide’s Her Majesty’s Theatre did a 
redevelopment of a 1,500-seater for around $66 million. Over the last couple of years, 
quite a lot of us have asked: how come projects in Canberra cost a lot? A number of us 
are looking at Operation Kingfisher and wondering if that has happened on any of these 
other projects. I imagine you have probably also been through a similar exercise 
recently. How can you re-assure Canberrans that these major projects actually deliver 
value for money and give us a good outcome? 
 
Mr Barr: The first thing to observe is that there has been, as a result of a range of 
external circumstances, some very significant price inflation in the Australian 
construction and infrastructure sectors. Escalation from year to year is often five to 
10 per cent and sometimes more. On the Adelaide example, when I visited that facility 
I asked them, “What would it cost to build it today?” and they said it would cost at least 
$180 million, if not more. There is inflation in the construction sector. Some of that 
relates to labour costs, some of it relates to material costs and some of it relates to fuel 
costs. I note there is a degree of comparability around, conceptually, one theatre project 
versus another or one pool versus another, but there would obviously be significant 
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differences in terms of site conditions, and contamination questions will vary from one 
jurisdiction to another. 
 
The New Zealand stadium example is an interesting one. Certainly, New Zealand is a 
different country and has a different cost base for its infrastructure. I note, for example, 
that your Tasmanian colleagues have been very closely following the costs associated 
with the Tasmanian stadium. It has been through multiple iterations of costing 
estimates, only to blow out each time. Now it is well over $1.2 billion, I understand. 
The Queensland government is seeking to build a facility for the Brisbane Olympics. I 
believe the last cost estimate I saw on that was something like $3.6 billion. There are 
certainly a number of different examples—projects of different sizes and scale—that 
will have slightly different cost implications, and it depends on the starting point. 
Correct me if I am wrong, but your theatre example was a refurbishment rather than a 
whole new build. 
 
MS CLAY: Yes.  
 
Mr Barr: Again, that would be a point of difference. I will ask Gillian if there is 
anything I have not covered.  
 
MS CLAY: Only if there is additional information.  
 
Ms Geraghty: Not largely. I can add more.  
 
MS CLAY: It is a good point that you make, though, Chief Minister—that the cost goes 
up when we delay the project. There were delayed projects worth $700 million in the 
pipeline. I am interested to know who made those decisions. I am also interested to 
know why those projects were delayed and whether the government thinks that, instead, 
it should cancel those projects. What is the decision-making, noting that a delayed 
project will cost us more? 
 
Mr Barr: Decisions on the infrastructure program were made by ERC and 
recommended to cabinet. The entire cabinet made those decisions based on 
recommendations that started with agencies, through ministers, to ERC and ultimately 
to cabinet, and then they are put into a budget that comes before the Assembly. The 
main factor in that decision-making process was our capacity to deliver projects and the 
capacity within the infrastructure market. In the financial sustainability hearing, I was 
asked a question on the various challenges in the infrastructure market in Australia at 
the moment, and I went through a very comprehensive list of all of the workforce and 
other shortfalls. So, for the benefit of the estimates committee, I can provide that again 
or, if the committee secretary is in a position to draw from the Hansard, that gives a 15-
minute explanation around some of the challenges of infrastructure delivery. 
 
The third part of your question was: why delayed and not cancelled? The government’s 
view was that the projects remain worthy projects and should be delayed rather than 
cancelled, because the intent is to deliver them, but, firstly, we need to get through the 
existing infrastructure program. Those projects will become future projects in the 
infrastructure pipeline. To be clear, they will come forward. What we are seeking is to 
manage industry capacity and fiscal capacity. In short, there is no point in borrowing 
the money for a project that could not be delivered. 
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MS CLAY: I understand that. The question was probably: why delay indefinitely rather 
than make a decision as to whether you, in fact, need to cancel some of those projects? 
I note that they will cost more, so a delay means you are not saving money in the budget 
over the long term; you are actually increasing the cost of capital works over the long 
term, if you do not look at a budget over one year but the next 10 years or 20 years. I 
do not know how long the delays are, because you have not given us any milestones for 
them. 
 
Mr Barr: We make decisions about the infrastructure program and what is coming in 
the forward estimates period every year, so a new round of decisions will be made next 
year. I take the point around cost inflation. For some projects, that may well be a reality. 
In other instances, we also must assess total market capacity. There are market forces 
at play that sit outside of individual projects. For example, if you wanted to push ahead 
with a particular project, noting that there were not enough electricians in the ACT to 
complete it—as a hypothetical example—and that labour would have to be imported 
from somewhere else in Australia or overseas at a higher labour cost, then there may be 
a strategic benefit in not approaching the market at the time when there are potentially 
dozens of other projects that require that skillset. 
 
There are different asset classes within infrastructure and submarkets operate. For 
example, things that are in very high demand in Australia at the moment include 
anything related to electrification. We have a massive renewable energy bill. 
Electricians are in really high demand across the county. There is anything related to 
the Olympics and sporting and transport infrastructure associated with Brisbane hosting 
the Olympics in 2030. That is a really hard deadline; they cannot miss that. For a 
jurisdiction of our size to try to compete in that market for certain project types and 
skills, it is not the right time to approach the market. If you look at the totality of the 
Australian infrastructure program, a massive wave of infrastructure was committed to 
during the COVID period— 
 
MS CLAY: During COVID, and then most other states dropped off— 
 
Mr Barr: It is starting to tail off—yes. 
 
MS CLAY: I might redirect a bit more specifically. Thank you, Chief Minister. This is 
great information. I hate to ask this question, but I will: in decisions about whether to 
delay projects, whether to cancel them or whether to keep them and to push ahead, 
which external stakeholders are usually involved in those decisions? Which external 
stakeholders are the various ministers, including you and your officers, consulting with 
on those decisions? 
 
Mr Barr: It would depend on the project, but certainly industry associations in 
particular areas. They would provide not necessarily project-specific advice but high-
level advice. Infrastructure Canberra has regular forums with MBA and HIA. 
 
Ms Geraghty: Consult Australia. 
 
Mr Barr: Gillian can update on those. 
 



PROOF 
 

Estimates—27-07-2026 P682 Mr A Barr and others 

Ms Geraghty: We meet with a number of industry groups and also any other 
stakeholders who want to meet with us. We provide fortnightly briefings to the Chief 
Minister on industry trends, and to any other ministers that we also report to. 
 
MS CLAY: Thank you. I have one last question. You might take this on notice. My 
apologies if the information is out there, but it was not the last time I asked. Do we have 
a list of all of the $700 million worth of projects that have been delayed and any 
information about when the government thinks they might be brought forward? Is there 
any information about what happens to them next? 
 
Mr Barr: I believe page 69 of the Budget outlook contains— 
 
MS CARRICK: The $700 million breakdown? 
 
MS CLAY: Yes. Do we have it yet? 
 
MS CARRICK: I got it in the fiscal committee—I asked for it—and then last week— 
 
MS CLAY: Okay. 
 
Mr Barr: In relation to future decision-making, obviously we have a budget every year, 
so we will make decisions on an annual basis on that. 
 
MS CLAY: Ms Carrick has just drawn my attention to some questions on notice she 
lodged. Ms Carrick, did we get the answers to those questions on notice? 
 
THE CHAIR: Can we move on? 
 
MS CLAY: Sorry. Have they been taken—no?  
 
Mr Barr: How about I cross-reference with the other hearing’s questions and make 
sure that the answer finds its way to both committees. 
 
MS CLAY: Thank you. That would be great. 
 
THE CHAIR: Ms Castley, your substantive. 
 
MS CASTLEY: Thank you. I would like to talk about the City Hill project. Is this the 
right forum? What is happening there? 
 
Mr Barr: CRA have the lead, but, yes, you certainly can ask.  
 
MS CASTLEY: I am wondering where the project is up to. Is there money in this 
budget? Are we looking at how long we have been talking about it and how many 
reviews we have had? 
 
Mr Barr: There is a City Hill reference group, and I have seen in social media that they 
have had a number of engagements. We had a series of earlier community engagement 
processes essentially looking for ideas and how people would see the space being 
utilised. There is no works budget yet, but there is a design and development allocation 
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within the City Renewal Authority. Let me take it on notice. I can get a quite 
comprehensive piece of information. I think the CRA are also appearing. I will let them 
know of the interest and we can provide further information. 
 
MS CASTLEY: I will come back to that later. That is fine. 
 
Mr Barr: As a broad statement, it should be a place that is used more by people than 
rabbits. I have focused, in the immediate term, on getting the footpath built that 
connects east and west, and that has been in place for a little while. I am cognisant of 
the heritage planting patterns. They are what they are. They look very good from an 
aerial photo. They are perhaps less practical for humans on the ground, but we will 
work with that. It has a lovely northerly aspect in winter, on the northern side, and a 
great view looking south. I think it should be used more. The ideas that came forward 
included recreation spaces, fitness tracks and picnic tables. There were a bunch of 
things. The traffic conditions and everything else will change pretty significantly with 
the further development around it. It will not be like you are playing Frogger. That is 
the game where you have to get across multiple lanes to get there. It should be a place 
for people—not excessively developed, though. I am not looking at putting big 
buildings there. I like to think of it as Canberra’s Central Park, on a smaller scale. 
 
MS CASTLEY: The last listening report finished in, I think, 2024. 
 
Mr Barr: Yes. They are certainly getting on with it, but there is no construction budget 
yet, and the approval entity for any works is the National Capital Authority. 
 
MS CASTLEY: Thanks.  
 
MR PARTON: Chief Minister, the Kingfisher report found that the former director-
general of Education, Katy Haire, engaged in serious corrupt conduct. Ms Haire 
resigned as director-general at the end of 2024, and, of course, given what we now know 
from the Kingfisher report, it is pretty clear why she wanted to resign before the report 
came out. Chief Minister, given the very serious nature of the findings against Ms Haire, 
will you now seek to have her employment terminated retrospectively, a la 
Dr Margot McNeill and her New South Wales employer? 
 
Mr Barr: I do not know that it is a legal option open to me. I am not the employer, 
obviously. A variety of legal processes come at the conclusion of an Integrity 
Commission report, in terms of what happens next, as I have mentioned both in my 
public statement and in the media. That includes referrals to appropriate entities. That 
would include Policing and the DPP, in relation to any further matters that are relevant 
to them. Employment matters sit with the public service. Perhaps in light of the other 
questions that have been asked, I will respect the intent of the question and take on 
notice what legal avenues may be pursued. But the question is not for me. I cannot— 
 
MR PARTON: You have taken it on notice. That is sufficient. Can I ask: what was the 
payout received by Ms Haire upon her resignation? Did she receive any benefit apart 
from her normal entitlements?  
 
Mr Barr: I do not know. I am not privy to that. I would have to take that on notice. 
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Mr Campbell: We will take on notice what is— 
 
MR PARTON: Okay. Back in 2024— 
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry—Mr Campbell? 
 
Mr Campbell: We will take a notice what is able to be provided. 
 
THE CHAIR: Okay. 
 
MR PARTON: Back in 2024, it was revealed that Dr Haire had commenced legal 
action in the ACT Supreme Court to put a stop to the Kingfisher investigation, and that 
action ultimately failed. It was also revealed that the ACT taxpayer was footing the bill 
for her legal costs in bringing forward this action. Given the very serious findings 
against Dr Haire, what action will the government be taking to recoup those legal fees, 
Chief Minister? 
 
Mr Barr: I am not sure that there is an avenue to do that, unless there is a finding at 
law as opposed to an Integrity Commission finding. There are obviously different legal 
outcomes. Again, I think it is best that I take that on notice. It is important to understand 
the role of the Integrity Commission and its findings and subsequent legal action that 
can then occur.  
 
MR PARTON: Are you suggesting, Chief Minister—if I have heard you correctly—
that, if there were criminal findings against Dr Haire, the ACT government would be in 
a position to recoup money paid in the ACT Supreme Court action to stop the 
Kingfisher investigation? 
 
Mr Barr: Let me take that on notice. I am not a legal expert and I do not wish to 
prejudice any elements of what may follow by making comments in this hearing.  
 
MR PARTON: All right. 
 
THE CHAIR: Are you suggesting that the Integrity Commission’s findings have no 
legal bearing?  
 
Mr Barr: I am suggesting that there are potentially further—and we need to understand 
what the Integrity Commission finding is. It has a certain legal status, but other legal 
statuses can follow, or not, from an Integrity Commission finding.  
 
THE CHAIR: Have you already sought legal advice about all of that or are you seeking 
the advice?  
 
Mr Barr: In taking the question on notice, I will seek advice on what I can say in 
answering it.  
 
MR PARTON: Chief Minister, just for the record, for the purposes of this line of 
questioning, what was the actual final bill to the taxpayer for the taxpayer funded 
Supreme Court action by Ms Haire to stop the Kingfisher investigation? 
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Mr Barr: I do not have that information. I would need to take that on notice. 
 
MR PARTON: Thank you. 
 
MRS MORRIS: Chief Minister, how much have Canberrans paid in separation 
payments to the former Deputy Chief Minister’s former chief of staff, who had serious 
corrupt conduct findings made against him? 
 
Mr Barr: That is obviously not an asset that I would have information on. I would need 
to take that on notice.  
 
MRS MORRIS: You are not aware how much was paid? 
 
Mr Barr: No. It would be pretty unusual for me to have information on individuals’— 
 
MRS MORRIS: So you do not know how much was paid? 
 
Mr Barr: I do not know now. I will need to take that on notice.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Have you already received legal advice on his separation?  
 
Mr Barr: Have I already received legal advice? No. A range of matters now sit beyond 
me, with independent bodies, and I have mentioned who they are. Any further action in 
that regard sits with them. There is very clear separation of powers. The Chief Minister 
does not decide who is prosecuted. Surely we all understand that. I am not the 
determinant of future legal action against individuals who have findings made— 
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry—we are not talking about future legal actions, Chief Minister; we 
are talking about actions that the public service has undertaken to protect the territory 
from any adverse finding. What you are saying is that you did not do that work and now 
you are going to do that work. 
 
Mr Barr: No—you have verballed me terribly, Madam Chair. 
 
THE CHAIR: Well, that is what I understood.  
 
Mr Barr: Well, you have not understood. I have taken the question on notice and I will 
come back to it.  
 
THE CHAIR: You just said that you are not responsible for criminal actions. We are 
not talking about criminal actions here; we are talking about actions that the public 
service took to protect the territory from people who have been found to engage in 
corruption. You have been in this job for 18 years, Chief Minister. There are things that 
you should have done, not should do now. 
 
Mr Barr: I reject the premise of your question, Madam Chair. I have taken the previous 
question on notice. I think you are massively conflating the responsibilities of an elected 
member of the executive as opposed to— 
 
THE CHAIR: You are the head of the public service.  
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Mr Barr: No; I am not the head— 
 
THE CHAIR: The buck stops with you.  
 
Mr Barr: If you believe I am the head of the public service, then you had better check 
how the Public Sector Management Act operates, Madam Chair. 
 
THE CHAIR: So you are saying that you are not in control of anything? 
 
Mr Barr: I am not the head of the public service. I think the committee knows that. 
This line of questioning is becoming a little facile.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Chief Minister, section B72 of the enterprise agreement states that a 
payment is not payable in instances of misconduct. Now we have a former chief of staff 
in the former Deputy Chief Minister’s office who has taken a separation payment. Is 
that appropriate? And, in line with section B72 of the enterprise agreement, will the 
government be seeking to recuperate those costs? 
 
Mr Wright: Sorry, Mrs Morris, I am seeing if we can get the information in relation to 
whether there was a payment made to the former chief of staff. I hope to get that back 
to you before the end of this hearing. Can we take it on notice with a view to doing that? 
 
MRS MORRIS: And how much as well. 
 
Mr Wright: If a payment was made, I will endeavour to find out how much that was.  
 
MRS MORRIS: Chief Minister, are these not questions that you should have been 
prepared for before coming into a hearing such as this— 
 
Mr Barr: No. This— 
 
MRS MORRIS: given this is the biggest corruption scandal that we know of in the 
ACT that has occurred under your watch, in the office of your Deputy Chief Minister? 
 
Mr Barr: There are appropriate legal processes that need to be undertaken, and one 
must understand the separation of powers. I am not the head of the public service. I am 
not— 
 
MRS MORRIS: You are the Chief Minister. 
 
Mr Barr: I do not make legal decisions on who is or is not prosecuted. We do not want 
a political system and a governance structure where politicians determine who is 
prosecuted. This is not Putin’s Russia, thank you very much. 
 
MRS MORRIS: Well, corrupt conducts occurring in the heart of government might 
suggest that maybe there are some similarities.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. Ms Carrick. 
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MS CARRICK: Thank you. I would like to ask some questions about the CRA. On 
page 146 of budget statements B is the grants and contribution income. I assume that is 
the levy from the business owners. 
 
Mr Barr: This is not the CRA hearing.  
 
MS CARRICK: I do not want to ask the CRA; I want to ask the government, who 
oversights CRA. 
 
Mr Barr: Sure. I do not believe the CRA officials are here, so I would need to take that 
on notice. This is not the CRA hearing. I have not come for CRA matters. This is— 
 
MS CARRICK: All right. I do not want the CRA. It is about the CRA entity. Who 
oversights it and when is that on?  
 
Mr Barr: I do not believe the estimates committee has actually scheduled a hearing 
with the CRA and me as minister. There is a CRA hearing, but there is not currently a 
scheduled hearing with me as minister. I will take the questions on notice. I can 
probably get the answers to you fairly quickly. You could read them out and I will take 
them on notice and get back to you. 
 
MS CARRICK: Sure. Is the grants and contributions income line about the levy that 
comes from business owners? 
 
Mr Barr: I will get that information for you.  
 
MS CARRICK: Okay. In 2029-30, it is forecast to be $325,000 and the controlled 
recurrent payments are $19,243,000, which is 1½ per cent of the appropriation. Often, 
when we talk about the CRA and the money they spend, it is said that it comes from the 
levies, but, by the time we get to the end of the forward estimates, $325,000 comes from 
levies and $19.2 million comes from the appropriation. How is that a valid argument—
that we keep talking about levies paying for things when 99 per cent of the money is 
from the appropriation? 
 
Mr Barr: On the basis of those figures, I suspect we are not talking about the same 
thing, but, again, I will take that on notice for you.  
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you. Can I go to the infrastructure pipeline?  
 
Mr Barr: Yes.  
 
MS CARRICK: Cool. Next year, 2027-28, there is a big payment: $528 million for 
light rail stage 2A. When we have availability payments, that spreads it out over years. 
Why are we paying $528 million in one go?  
 
Mr Barr: That reflects a completion payment for the project. The financing structure 
for the extension includes, obviously, a commonwealth contribution—a capital 
payment. We did the same with stage 1; we made a payment on completion. There is 
then an availability payment that covers operations, maintenance and an element of the 
financing. I have now been joined by officials from Infrastructure Canberra, who can 
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address that question, Ms Carrick.  
 
MS CARRICK: It makes up 31 per cent of the budget for that year. It is a significant 
amount of the program.  
 
Mr Barr: Yes; that is correct. That has been known for some time. It was programmed 
into that fiscal year for that purpose. The work has been undertaken over the years 
leading up to it, but the payment—it is the nature of the contract—is not paid until 
completion. This provides a very strong incentive for the constructors to deliver the 
project. I will ask officials to talk through the financing structure.  
 
Mr Haraldson: Thanks for the question, Ms Carrick. There is indeed a payment in that 
year. From the federal component, we have $343,885,000. Of that, $283.9 million is 
for the project for 2A, and $60 million for the project is for the light rail vehicles and 
depot upgrades.  
 
MS CARRICK: It is a very big part of the program. When we get to ESA 2029-30, 
which is the end of the forward estimates, if you look at what is left in the program, it 
is all ongoing stuff, primarily around the Asset Renewal Program and works in progress. 
There is very little in the way of new works. How are you going to keep this program 
going if you do not start anything? 
 
Mr Barr: Normally the pipeline has a multi-year approach, so works and projects that 
were funded for detailed design and development in previous budgets would come 
forward for construction funding in subsequent budgets. But it is clear that the scale 
and size of the program is reducing. That is obviously consistent with the government’s 
fiscal strategy, the recommendations in the Eslake report, and the fact that the COVID 
and immediately post-COVID infrastructure boom in Australia is being wound back. 
One should not expect the program to go back above the billion-dollar mark. We set a 
pretty clear envelope for the infrastructure program in the government’s fiscal strategy, 
so there is not a lot of room for a lot of new projects. To be clear, we will need to be 
judicious in project selection as we move forward.  
 
MS CARRICK: You drop from $1.7 billion this year down to, in 2030-31, half a billion 
dollars, so the program is a third of the size in 2030-31. When you filter it, there are no 
projects done; it is all ongoing asset renewal. The separate capital provision is just 
funding that flows through. It takes a while to get projects up, so will you be adding 
some at some point—election commitments and that sort of thing? 
 
Mr Barr: Yes. In each budget round, projects can be added to the infrastructure 
program. But, to be clear, a lot of the very big projects have now been built. The future 
pipeline does have some large projects contained within it, and we will make further 
announcements on that. But the infrastructure program will not continue at $1½ billion 
a year; it will be well below a billion dollars a year. The extent of how large that 
reduction is depends on the state of the infrastructure market, available financing, co-
contributions—that is, from the commonwealth towards particular projects—asset sales, 
and the operating cash surplus of the territory. We have gone through an entire year 
with a focus on spending less through the fiscal sustainability committee, and yet the 
line of questioning this afternoon is: “Why isn’t the infrastructure program continuing 
at the largest level it has ever been?” 
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MS CARRICK: No; it is not. I did not say “at the largest level”. I just made the point 
that it is dropping to less than a third.  
 
Mr Barr: It needs to drop. We have been through the— 
 
MS CARRICK: I appreciate that, but you said that there are projects to add. My point 
is that you will need to add some projects to keep it going, otherwise it will fizzle away. 
There are election commitments and things that need to be built. We all want local 
community infrastructure. When you add those, that is just going to increase the 
borrowings and increase the interest. So how can we rely on the forward estimates when 
we know that a range of things will be added to this program? 
 
Mr Barr: We will generally add. What we have done in the past is put forward 
provisions for certain projects. You have outlined that there are provisions for all of that 
suburban infrastructure work. That is what the— 
 
MS CARRICK: Is that for the suburban stuff? 
 
Mr Barr: That is what the Asset Renewal Program is for. That is what the general 
capital works provision is for.  
 
MS CARRICK: Can we know what is in that?  
 
Mr Barr: We announce that in the budget each year. The next four years of projects 
have been announced and they are in the budget. You are asking me about what is 
happening in 2030-31. As we get closer to 2030-31, we will have more information on 
the infrastructure program in that fiscal year, in quite some detail, as we customarily 
present it in the budget papers.  
 
MS CARRICK: We look forward to seeing them.  
 
THE CHAIR: I have the last question. Chief Minister, given that Mr Ferguson remains 
a chief of staff of one of your colleagues in your cabinet, are you comfortable that he 
retains that position, noting the allegations and the report that details his behaviour? 
 
Mr Barr: The report makes no findings against Mr Ferguson. It makes reference to a 
piece of work to be undertaken under the enterprise agreement.  
 
THE CHAIR: It details his behaviour, though.  
 
Mr Barr: That work will be undertaken in accordance with the Integrity Commission 
recommendation.  
 
THE CHAIR: So you are comfortable that he retains that position? Is that what you 
are saying?  
 
Mr Barr: Would you please not verbal me. It is very inappropriate— 
 
MRS MORRIS: It is just a question.  
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Mr Barr: as the chair of the committee to put words in my mouth. I have answered 
your question. I think we should leave it there. Thank you, Madam Chair.  
 
THE CHAIR: My question was: are you comfortable he holds that position? 
 
Mr Barr: I have answered your question. We will follow the process outlined by the 
Integrity Commission.  
 
THE CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your attendance today. If 
you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your answers to the committee 
secretary within five business days of receiving the uncorrected proof Hansard.  
 
Hearing suspended from 3.30 to 3.45 pm. 
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Appearances: 
 
Paterson, Dr Marisa, Minister for Police, Fire and Emergency Services, Minister for 

Women, Minister for the Prevention of Domestic, Family and Sexual Violence, 
Minister for Corrections and Minister for Gaming Reform 

 
Justice and Community Safety Directorate 

Ng, Mr Daniel, Executive Group Manager, Legislation, Policy and Programs 
Division  

Marjan, Ms Nadia, Executive Branch Manager, Civil and Regulatory Law Branch 
 
THE CHAIR: Welcome back to the public hearings for the Select Committee on 
Estimates 2026-2027. We welcome Dr Marisa Paterson, the Minister for Gaming 
Reform, and officials. Please note that, as witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary 
privilege and bound by its obligations. You must tell the truth, as giving false or 
misleading evidence will be treated as a serious matter and may be considered contempt 
of the Assembly.  
 
As we are not inviting opening statements, we will now proceed to questions. The first 
question will be asked by Mr Parton. 
 
MR PARTON: Chair, thank you. Minister, the ACT’s most recent gambling 
prevalence survey found that participation in online gambling exceeds participation in 
electronic gaming machines. Given that online gambling is a major and growing 
channel for gambling activity, why is the government’s most significant regulatory and 
financial reform agenda focused on community clubs and gaming machines rather than 
online gambling? 
 
Dr Paterson: Because gaming machines are under our jurisdiction, Mr Parton. The 
other reason is that problem gambling as a result of playing poker machines is still the 
most harmful form of gambling.  
 
MR PARTON: Irrespective of the distinction that you have pointed out in regard to 
federal control, given the gambling prevalence study and what it found about ACT 
participants, what specific funding, regulatory initiatives or any measurable outcomes 
in the 2026-27 budget are directed at reducing online gambling participation and online-
gambling-related harm? 
 
Dr Paterson: Again, the online gambling space, in terms of the legislative and 
regulatory reforms, does not sit under our jurisdiction. That is why the Gambling and 
Racing Commission has been focused on how we may encourage research and building 
an evidence research base around online gaming in the territory. One of the things that 
they do through the Gambling Harm Prevention and Mitigation Fund is to fund 
research, and community services and community supports to people who may be 
experiencing harm from online gambling and harm from poker machines.  
 
MR PARTON: You are a thinker, Dr Paterson, and you are passionate about this space. 
Does it frustrate you that, despite the fact that we are seeing this increase in participants, 
an increase in losses and an increase in harm from online gambling, there are not many 
levers that you can pull to address that? 
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Dr Paterson: In this role, the levers that I do have, and where I see the most harm 
occurring, is around poker machines. That is why we are committed to reform to address 
that form of harm. The ACT gambling prevalence survey showed that gambling harm 
disproportionately impacts young men. Again, Mr Parton, with your focus on health 
and men’s health, this is a big issue for young men in our community.  
 
The issue is that they are experiencing online gambling harm disproportionately, as well 
as experiencing harm from poker machines. We all like to walk around in a bubble and 
think that poker machine gambling harm mainly impacts, perhaps, older people or 
different groups in society, whereas the evidence shows us that it is young men in our 
community that are being disproportionately harmed by both online gambling and 
poker machine gambling.  
 
MR PARTON: Perhaps we can find a unity ticket on some of this stuff; thank you.  
 
MR EMERSON: I would like to ask about the findings of the recent ACAT case. I 
know that it is still underway, in terms of what kind of finding will be made, or what 
the reduction in the potential fine will be, but there has been a finding that none of the 
employees or former employees of the Hellenic Club were aware of any signs of 
problem gambling in regard to the Kasurinens, so the club was cleared of that part of 
the breach, leaving aside the cash withdrawals. 
 
One of the messages that we often get from clubs is that it is better for them to game in 
venues than perhaps gamble online, because people can keep an eye on them and ensure 
that they are protecting them from harm. In this case, the specific defence mounted by 
the Hellenic Club was that no-one was keeping an eye on them, and no-one should have 
been expected to; and, for that reason, they have been cleared. Do you think that shows 
that current legislation is not sufficient to enforce those expectations? 
 
Dr Paterson: Thanks for the question. We cannot talk about the specific case because 
that is still going through ACAT proceedings, but I can speak broadly to our significant 
commitment—the government’s commitment to address gambling harm. We went to 
the election with a broad range of measures that we believed were important to 
implement during this term of government, and significant work has been progressing 
over the past couple of years and will come to the Assembly over the next couple of 
months, looking at measures that will reduce gambling harm. 
 
A key part of that will be looking at how we define harm, and the language we use 
around describing harm. Over the next couple of years, with the significant reforms that 
we have coming, we will be working around the code of conduct and the responsibilities 
of the clubs, in terms of not only their understandings and staff understandings of harm 
but also when they may have to intervene. 
 
MR EMERSON: Regarding responsible conduct of gambling certificates, I understand 
that, since 2014, the ACT’s gambling practices have required all club staff to have one. 
I am not asking questions that are specific to the hearing, but we did hear from ACAT 
that the net effect of staff training was that they were ignorant of most of the behaviours 
that they were supposed to be looking for. With that in mind, is this something that the 
government is looking at as well—the sufficiency of the training provided to staff in 
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clubs? 
 
Dr Paterson: Again, I will not speak to any of the findings of ACAT. What I will speak 
to is that improving training and improving clubs’ understanding of the legal and 
legislative requirements to understand gambling harm are things that we have been 
working on, and we will continue to do so. We will be introducing reforms over the 
next couple of years to address some of these issues. Mr Ng has some information on 
the training requirements. 
 
Mr Ng: I have read and acknowledge the privilege statement. Going to the Hellenic 
matter, as the minister said, that proceeding is still on foot and has a way to go. With a 
matter of that nature, the Justice and Community Safety Directorate have the intention 
of engaging with the commission about what the outcomes of those types of matters 
are. There are significant regulatory matters which go to the interpretation of core bits 
of legislation regarding licensee obligations.  
 
You have identified a few of the matters which are the subject of contention or issues 
involved in the Hellenic proceedings. We have a quite regular, ongoing discourse with 
the commission. Part of their role is to engage with JACS, as the policy area, to identify 
opportunities for law reform. This type of proceeding may be one where they will 
identify, following the conclusion of the proceedings, areas where there are 
opportunities to strengthen the code and the like—a broad statement about how we 
engage with the commission more generally on that. 
 
MR EMERSON: Mr Parton was speaking about online gambling; one of the biggest 
issues there is inducements, where people who are trying to gamble less are instead 
incentivised by providers to gamble more. Do you view the provision of free food and 
drinks at pokies venues, particularly at gaming machines, when someone is seated there, 
as a kind of inducement? 
 
Dr Paterson: There are ways to think about that—whether that is a forced break, too, 
and people are having a break from the machines. There are a lot of challenges around 
that.  
 
MR EMERSON: If they are at the machine, and free drinks are brought to the machine. 
 
Dr Paterson: This is all work that we will continue to do. I have had lots of advocacy 
from the community sector around reforming and looking at this type of area. We can 
do that; we will do that. We are currently very focused on the self-exclusion reforms, 
the cashless gaming reforms, that are coming later in the year. That is where our focus 
has been of late. 
 
MR EMERSON: Perhaps you already knew about the data, but I was surprised this 
morning to learn from the Gambling and Racing Commission that last financial year 
there were 72,000 gambling harm incidents reported in the ACT, which is a more than 
50 per cent increase on the year prior—and, in that year, there was an almost 50 per 
cent increase over the year prior to that. Sure, there might be an increase in reporting 
practices, but they are probably not false positives. It is a huge number—almost 200 a 
day, every day, on average. Are you concerned about that level? Are you surprised by 
the amounts in the last financial year?  
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Dr Paterson: My reaction is that I see that being a result of my advocacy over the past 
six years actually paying off. Last term, I strongly advocated for the Gambling Incident 
Register, for the data from that to be made public and for there to be more engagement 
with clubs around the Gambling Incident Register—education and what gambling 
incidents are reported. 
 
I am very pleased—and this was very much on the agenda for me, as minister, since I 
have been in this role—to see the reporting improve. What we were seeing previously 
was one particular club that was producing most of the reporting, and most of the other 
clubs were not producing any. I am very happy to see the reporting potentially reflect a 
more accurate picture of where clubs are seeing harm and seeing incidents on gaming 
floors, and the fact that they are reporting it, because I think that data is really important 
to us.  
 
I think it is really important that it is publicly available data as well. Part of a public 
health approach is about understanding what is happening on the ground, how it is 
impacting people and being able to respond to that from a policy position, so that we 
are able to get a closer understanding of where incidents are happening and understand 
how we may better respond.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: I have a question around opening hours for clubs. I believe that, 
at the end of the last term of the Assembly, it was agreed in the Assembly and by 
government to reduce hours for electronic gaming machines, so that the hours would 
be between 10 am and 2 am, and ATMs would not be operating between 2 am and 
10 am each day, providing a mandated break in play and reducing harm. We know that 
it is significant in terms of reducing harm. 
 
Has that been implemented? I have noted that the current regulation says the hours are 
between 4 am and 9 am, so it looks like it has not changed. Having regard to what we 
know about the worst harms occurring late at night, I want to know why those operating 
hours have not changed, given there was agreement to that.  
 
Dr Paterson: That will still happen. Currently, there is consultation underway with 
clubs around the government’s proposal for opening hours. I will take that through to 
cabinet and sign a notifiable instrument in the coming weeks to address the opening 
hours issue.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Does that suggest that it is different from the agreement that was 
previously agreed to by government, around 2 am to 10 am? 
 
Dr Paterson: That will be a matter for cabinet. That is going through a cabinet process, 
but that is what we are discussing.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: I am a bit perplexed about why. I thought there was an agreement, 
so why is it going through a process again?  
 
Dr Paterson: It has to go through cabinet. That is what will happen—this part of the 
process.  
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MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: At the 2024 election, with the commitment that ACT 
Labor made to reduce the number of poker machines in the ACT, what progress has 
been made towards delivering that reduction? 
 
Dr Paterson: We had a successful surrender process that finished, I believe, last year, 
for the previous surrenders. This has been ongoing government policy for the past eight 
years—10 years, even—to reduce the number of gaming machines. We went to the 
election with a commitment to reduce the number of machines to 1,000 by 2045. We 
have run the clubs inquiry, which was based on the premise of the machine reductions, 
understanding the implications for clubs and what some of the policy settings should 
be, or some of the important discussions that needed to be undertaken. Again, this is 
part of the reform package that is currently being worked on. I look forward to bringing 
it to the Assembly over the coming months.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The number of gambling machines, as an indicator of the 
accessibility of gambling or the ease of being impacted by gambling harm, is reducing. 
What other elements are you using to assess the impact of gambling harm? Is it reducing 
or staying the same? Are people finding other ways?  
 
Dr Paterson: We have the ACT gambling prevalence survey. This is a very important 
piece of work, and all jurisdictions—governments around Australia—do this work. 
Every five years, I believe, there is another prevalence survey. This provides an ongoing 
understanding of any potential changes in gambling harm and how the community 
participate in gambling. That will continue to provide an ongoing, important piece of 
independent research that provides that statistical basis of understanding whether our 
measures are having an impact.  
 
We know from the research evidence that the closer you live in proximity to a poker 
machine, the more likely you are to experience gambling harm. That is why I was proud 
to move the reforms in the last term to see no poker machines in Molonglo Valley, or 
any other new suburbs or developments in the ACT. We know the picture of where 
poker machines are, in town centres and across the territory. The ACT gambling 
prevalence survey showed exactly that—that where there is a high density of poker 
machines, there is more gambling harm.  
 
We are really committed, as a government, to continuing to reduce the number of poker 
machines and reduce the accessibility of poker machines in the territory. That is over 
the long term. We will work with the club sector to be able to support them to diversify 
and achieve that outcome. In the meantime, we know that people are experiencing harm 
at machines, so we need to have measures implemented in venues and at machines 
imminently, to address the harm and protect people.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: You mentioned the gambling prevalence survey, and 
gambling participation has declined, but the harm has remained persistent. My 
esteemed colleague Mr Emerson mentioned the online gambling risks. How can the 
government, particularly with something like online gambling, use the results of the 
survey on things that are happening online, which is pretty difficult to attack within a 
jurisdiction, to inform gambling harm reduction policy? What can the ACT do, or what 
is it doing, to mitigate online gambling harm?  
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Dr Paterson: It is exactly as I said to Mr Parton; it highlights where the harm is 
occurring and where we need to focus our attention. For example, we are seeing that 
young men in the territory are experiencing a disproportionate amount of the harm. We 
have also seen an increase in women being targeted in the online gambling space. That 
is very obvious in the advertising that is occurring.  
 
With the work that is happening there, the Gambling and Racing Commission 
commissioned Deakin University to do a research project looking at how the gambling 
industry are advertising to young women, and to women, in the ACT, and what the 
impacts of that are. Also, they have developed a range of resources to be able to support 
community services and provide information to people around that.  
 
The other thing that the commission has produced, in working with ANU and the Youth 
Coalition, is YourPlay, an online portal particularly for parents to be able to go to and 
find information around gambling and how gaming has gambling-type features, to 
inform parents around some of the games and apps, in terms of how they are trying to 
engage young people.  
 
We will continue to do that work. We are also keen to work with the federal government 
around the reforms that they have introduced into the parliament. They have a 
parliamentary inquiry underway into those reforms. We will look to work with them 
very closely on the implementation of that.  
 
MR PARTON: Mr Werner-Gibbings spoke about the gaming machine reduction 
program. The independent inquiry concluded that structural change within the ACT 
club sector should precede significant reductions in gaming machine revenue and 
authorisations. Does the government accept that conclusion? Does it fly in the face of 
the program that has been outlined in regard to machine reductions?  
 
Dr Paterson: That was an independent inquiry. We will respond to the inquiry. I will 
table a response to the inquiry in the Assembly at the next sitting.  
 
MR PARTON: You can respond here, if you want?  
 
Dr Paterson: I am. We are very committed to the commitment that we took to the 
election, to implement the ongoing government policy to see a continued reduction in 
machines in the territory.  
 
MR PARTON: Do you think that the inquiry was wrong to find that the club sector 
should have structural change before there are significant reductions in gaming machine 
revenue and authorisations?  
 
Dr Paterson: I do not think that the inquiry is wrong. I just think that we have a 
commitment to the community that is backed up by what the gambling prevalence 
survey suggests, which is that more than half the population of the ACT wants to see a 
significant decrease in the number of poker machines in the territory. We went to an 
election with that commitment, and I look forward to bringing that commitment to life 
through legislation in the Assembly over the coming months.  
 
MR PARTON: I think more than half the population wants to see a reduction in the 
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number of MLAs, too, but I am assuming we will not be going there. What criteria will 
the government use to determine whether a club has reached an appropriate level of 
transition readiness before being subject to further reductions? 
 
Dr Paterson: Again, we will respond, and we will continue to work with the clubs 
around the transition process. One of the key recommendations was around setting up 
a joint working group with government and the club sector. That will be something that 
we will prioritise, to be able to work with them in terms of how we support them to 
transition. As I said, we are strongly committed to what we took to the election. That 
was based on support, through the prevalence survey, of the Canberra community, to 
see a large and continued reduction in poker machines.  
 
MS CARRICK: I think people are happy to see a reduction in poker machines, but 
what happens when a club group consolidate their machines into some clubs and 
sacrifice another club, and the sporting facilities that go with it? That is a bit of a 
perverse outcome that the community does not want to see. For example, the Weston 
Creek Bowling Club is on its way out. It is because the Labor Club are reducing the 
number of poker machines there and consolidating at the other clubs. They are going to 
sell or redevelop that site without any bowling greens. Have you spoken to your cabinet 
colleagues about how you might address these situations so that we do not get these 
perverse outcomes?  
 
Dr Paterson: There are a few things there. I think that the club industry is a changing 
industry, and it has been under pressure for a long time. People do not go out in the way 
that they used to. People do not engage in clubs in the way that they used to. With some 
of these club sites and the way clubs were run previously, potentially, it is not viable 
anymore. Through the changing dynamic in the Canberra community around people’s 
participation in clubs and the role that clubs play, we will continue to see some clubs 
close and some clubs potentially merge with other clubs. Over the next 20 years, there 
will be movement and change in terms of the club sector in the ACT.  
 
In terms of our community sporting facilities, that is an issue that the government is 
very alive and alert to, in terms of how these sporting facilities fit within the 
government’s overarching strategic agenda around sports and recreation. It is 
something that you will have to ask the sport and rec minister. 
 
MS CARRICK: The new one. 
 
Dr Paterson: The new one, yes. These are ongoing discussions, in terms of what 
facilities we need in the territory, where they are based and where they continue to be 
located. 
 
MS CARRICK: They have tried to address this situation, and the government has 
written to the bowling club and said, “You can apply for community land, along with 
everybody else, when they do an expression of interest; you’ve got to buy it at market 
value and you’ve got to have an ongoing, viable business,” so to speak.  
 
How does a bowling club do that? In jurisdictions in the states, the local government 
will own the land; there will be a bowling club built at some point and they will manage 
it, or the bowling club will manage it. But they do not tend to own the land. Is the ACT 
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government going to help out these smaller groups that cannot go through these 
processes? 
 
Dr Paterson: The sports minister will continue to engage with these sports and, in 
particular, the bowling club there, in terms of supporting them with a location that can 
house them; I think they have been working with Forrest bowling club. The sports 
minister will continue to work with them, in terms of what they need, what is viable 
and how we can support them to continue. I absolutely recognise the many members of 
that club and the importance of the bowling greens to them. We want to see people of 
all ages and abilities be able to participate in sport. 
 
MR EMERSON: I was glad that Mr Parton brought up the final report from the 
independent inquiry into the future of the club sector. 
 
MR PARTON: I’m here for you! 
 
MR EMERSON: He was right to point out that quote—that the inquiry concluded that 
structural change within the ACT club sector must precede material EGM reductions, 
not follow them. General reductions must follow them. But it also found that EGMs are 
the largest single driver of gambling harm in the territory, and that “harm reduction 
must begin immediately, even where structural change cannot”. Alongside those plans, 
in in terms of the reduction in EGMs, are you able to provide a timeline on the harm 
minimisation measures, some of which we have touched on, and affirm a timeline on 
when they are likely to be introduced? 
 
Dr Paterson: Before the end of the year.  
 
MR EMERSON: Before the end of the year? 
 
Dr Paterson: We do not have many sittings before the end of the year. 
 
MR EMERSON: That is true; okay.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: I want to circle back to some of the discussion we were having 
around gambling advertising, recognising that it is a space that goes across both the 
ACT and the commonwealth. I am interested in understanding what steps you are taking 
in the ACT to reduce or prevent gambling advertising. In particular, what options can 
be taken in the ACT, or are you relying solely on the federal government doing work 
in this area? 
 
Dr Paterson: Most of it fits under the federal government’s jurisdiction, in terms of 
communications legislation, and the sporting codes as well. Most of the advertising is 
under their jurisdiction, which is why we are grateful that there is a bill before the 
federal parliament. We will continue to work with them in terms of what 
implementation from that bill is required here in the ACT to be able to support their 
reforms.  
 
We have been working with them closely around the BetStop implementation. That has 
been a key part of their work over the past couple of years. We have been working with 
them, and will continue to work with them, in terms of how we can ensure that self-
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exclusion from online gambling and self-exclusion from place-based gambling in the 
ACT can be as aligned and easy for ACT residents as possible. We will be working on 
ways in which both websites can support each other and refer to each other, to be able 
to create easier pathways for people to self-exclude. We will continue to work with the 
federal government around the advertising reforms. 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Are you comfortable that the federal reforms are going far 
enough? I note that 77 per cent of Australians do not think they are, but are you 
comfortable that they go far enough and that there is not more work that we need to do 
here in the ACT? 
 
Dr Paterson: Absolutely, there is more work that we need to do in the ACT and 
nationally to address online gambling harm. There is significantly more work that needs 
to happen. I am very glad that the federal government is moving on this and is showing 
leadership. I am very grateful to see the reforms that are before the parliament. As you 
know, last term this was something that I strongly advocated for. and I will continue to 
advocate to the federal government to see further reform to address gambling harm. 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: But we are not contemplating looking at ACT work that we can 
do, particularly around advertising? We know that, in South Australia, they did some 
work which, from a broadcast perspective, might be tricky for us. Certainly, in terms of 
digital capacity to geoblock and things like that, are we not contemplating any 
additional things, particularly given the concerns about federal reforms not going far 
enough? 
 
Dr Paterson: At the moment, my priority is to see through the reforms that were our 
election commitments and under our jurisdiction in the ACT. As I said, there are 
substantial reforms coming from the federal parliament, and we will work with them to 
understand how they impact and what they will mean for the territory. As I have 
discussed previously in other hearings, the directorate has done work to investigate how 
we may implement something like South Australia has done, in the early part of this 
term. Ultimately, because we share our broadcast with New South Wales, it is not really 
viable to block ads from New South Wales.  
 
That is where we have met challenges here in the ACT, and that is why I have always 
taken the position that it is most important that the federal government reform this, 
because it sits under their jurisdiction. It is their responsibility legislatively and, in that 
way, you have consistency across Australia in terms of the reform. 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: So it is a no; we are not going to do anything. 
 
Dr Paterson: Don’t verbal me.  
 
MS VASSAROTTI: No, well— 
 
Dr Paterson: No, I did not say that. I said that it is absolutely a commitment to continue 
to reform gambling in Australia. In the ACT, I have responsibility over the ACT 
jurisdiction, and the laws and regulations that govern the ACT in respect of gambling. 
I will continue to advocate to federal colleagues to see reform, and I am very grateful 
that this reform is coming through. There is, absolutely, more work to be done, and we 
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have a whole, huge agenda here in the ACT that I am extremely committed to and 
committed to implementing. I am committed to seeing the directorate’s focus and the 
focus of officials being on the reform agenda that we need to get through. 
 
MS CARRICK: What accountability measures are in place or planned to ensure that 
licensees are responding appropriately when a person’s family asks the club to have 
them excluded from a gambling venue? 
 
Dr Paterson: This is work that we are currently undertaking, looking at self-exclusion. 
Did you say when a person is excluded from the club? 
 
MS CARRICK: No, when a person’s family asks the club to exclude them—to do 
something. What accountability measures are in place or planned to ensure that 
licensees are responding appropriately, when the family asks them?  
 
Dr Paterson: One of the things on which we went to the election was to look at third-
party exclusion processes, and exactly that type of process. We have venue-based 
exclusions at the moment. Currently, we are looking at some reform work in that space. 
That, again, will come before the end of the year.  
 
Third-party exclusions are something that we will continue to look at. New South Wales 
have done a significant amount of consultation and work in the third-party exclusion 
space. We have been following up with their government around what the findings from 
that are, and what path they are going down, in terms of third-party exclusions. 
Basically, we will wait and see how they are going to respond, and look at what they 
are doing, to inform what we may do here.  
 
MS CARRICK: If you can do third-party exclusions, will you look to have that 
extended to other venues? If the family says it about one venue, will you look at the one 
down the road?  
 
Dr Paterson: It is very hypothetical. That is how current self-exclusion works—that 
you can exclude yourself from a single venue or from multiple venues. Again, we are 
doing a lot of reform in the self-exclusion space, which I look forward to bringing to 
the Assembly. The idea is to make this process easier for people who may seek to self-
exclude. I would imagine work that was done to look at third-party exclusions would 
canvass these kinds of ideas and issues.  
 
MS CARRICK: Will your proposed mandatory account-based cashless gaming system 
enable exclusions from multiple venues?  
 
Dr Paterson: It will not work like that. You will exclude from the venue. When you 
are excluded from the venue, you will not be able to set up an account to gamble. That 
is how you will be excluded. You will not be able to play.  
 
MS CARRICK: What proportion of the total number of people are engaged with the 
Gambling Support Service and associated with financial counselling, compared to the 
number of people for whom gambling harm incidents are recorded? It is about the 
support service versus the incidents—the number of people with incidents. How does 
it stack up?  
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Dr Paterson: The number of people who seek help from the Gambling Support Service, 
which Relationships Australia runs, is significantly less than the number of incidents 
that are reported. We know that, and the gambling prevalence survey tells us that it is 
very challenging to be able to provide, as people do not often seek help for a gambling 
problem. It is about looking at ways that we can make gambling help more accessible 
to people. Relationships Australia is doing all sorts of work to set up community groups 
and consultation—drop-in sessions to discuss gambling harm. They have their 
counselling service. They also run the 1-800 gambling hotline number.  
 
In venues, there is all the information that is required by law to be provided by venues, 
in terms of how people can access gambling support. You will see it on the screens in 
venues and on the sides of machines. There are pamphlets available. It is about 
attempting to raise awareness of the supports that are available for people.  
 
With respect to incidents that are recorded in the Gambling Incident Register, they do 
not necessarily represent a person. You can have someone who is displaying multiple 
signs of gambling harm that are recorded. You can also have the same person who goes 
back to a venue, and they are again reported as experiencing gambling harm. They are 
not all individual people.  
 
MS CARRICK: When Access Canberra moves into the Woden Library, will you make 
sure that there is enough space in the library for everybody that wants to run services 
there? Otherwise our gambling support might end up in the Hellenic Club or the 
Southern Cross Club, and that is probably not ideal.  
 
Dr Paterson: I do not really understand what that means.  
 
MS CARRICK: If you run groups for gambling support, you have to run the groups 
somewhere. 
 
Dr Paterson: They do not run them at Access Canberra. It is Relationships Australia 
who runs these groups.  
 
MS CARRICK: If you want to run them locally. You said before that where the poker 
machines are— 
 
Dr Paterson: We do not run these groups, so this is— 
 
MS CARRICK: You have to provide the space. I am saying that you do not want to 
run these little groups in the Hellenic Club and the Southern Cross Club, where all the 
poker machines are. You want to run them somewhere else. You have to make sure 
there are meeting rooms and spaces around to run these sorts of services. When we 
move Access Canberra into the library, I am asking: do we have enough space to run 
all these services that we want to run, so that they are not run in the clubs?  
 
Dr Paterson: Yes, very much so.  
 
MS CARRICK: It is a legitimate question, that we look at— 
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THE CHAIR: I understand the bow that you are trying to draw there— 
 
Dr Paterson: A very long bow. 
 
THE CHAIR: but the minister has said that Access Canberra does not run these 
services.  
 
MS CARRICK: No, I am saying that we have to have space; we have to have 
community rooms.  
 
THE CHAIR: I understand what you are trying to say. 
 
MS CARRICK: Where are they? 
  
Dr Paterson: It would be worthwhile having a chat with Relationships Australia about 
where they run those groups and how they run them.  
 
MS CARRICK: I will ask them where they run them. If they are not running them in 
the clubs, where are they held? 
 
Dr Paterson: They do not run them in the clubs, and that is really important. These are 
professionals who run a counselling service, who work with people who are seriously 
impacted by gambling harm. They understand the space that they are working in, and 
they work very sensitively with people. It is a very stigmatised area of help seeking, so 
they are very aware of how to work to get access to their service out and about in the 
community across Canberra.  
 
MS CARRICK: All I know is that it is very hard to get a room in Woden. The library 
has been great. That has got us out of the clubs.  
 
THE CHAIR: Minister, when you mentioned third-party exclusion and some of the 
work that you are doing around that, are you having conversations—and this is, again, 
probably a long bow to draw—with your commonwealth counterparts about whether or 
not you would include financial institutions like banks in that third-party exclusion?  
 
Dr Paterson: Banning someone from a bank?  
 
THE CHAIR: No. If a family member has raised an issue that perhaps the person who 
has gambling-related harm is redrawing on their mortgage to continue that behaviour, 
and something needs to be done in that space, is there any conversation that you are 
having about the impact of that on—  
 
Dr Paterson: No. That already exists. An individual can go to a financial institution, if 
they have concerns about a family member, and talk to their local bank about that. I 
know that, in the federal parliamentary inquiry, the submission from the banking sector 
pointed to a huge number of people in Australia where they provide basic bans on an 
individual being able to expend money in gambling venues or online gambling. Banks 
already do this type of work.  
 
To be clear, at this point we understand that New South Wales is looking at the issue of 
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third-party exclusions, so we are focused on the work around the gambling harm 
minimisation measures and self-exclusion. That is our focus over the next six months. 
Down the track, we will look at third-party exclusions as a possibility, particularly once 
we have seen what New South Wales has done.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you.  
 
MR PARTON: Minister, the independent inquiry highlighted the importance of 
considering regulatory alignment between the ACT and New South Wales. What formal 
engagement has occurred between the ACT and New South Wales governments 
regarding alignment of gambling regulation since the inquiry commenced?  
 
Dr Paterson: We are very aligned with New South Wales in terms of a regulatory 
perspective. They provide all the approvals for the poker machines, the games and the 
equipment associated with poker machines. That has been a longstanding alignment. 
On the work to progress the cashless gaming reforms, there have been significant 
conversations with the New South Wales government. I have had conversations with 
the New South Wales government and will continue to do so around what they have 
currently in place in venues and what technology they may or may not be looking at 
implementing in the near future. That will inform what we bring to the Assembly, in 
terms of getting reforms in the ACT.  
 
MR PARTON: Do those discussions between the two jurisdictions include discussions 
around self-exclusion systems, player limits and information sharing? Are they 
discussed at that cross-jurisdictional level? 
 
Dr Paterson: What we have been focused on is the technology and their cashless 
gaming trials—getting information around how that worked or did not work and what 
their proposal is for reform in New South Wales. As you know, we have had the 
Cashless Gaming Working Group for the last year or so—that finished at the start of 
this year—to look at the reforms we went to the election with. That working group had 
members from the community sector but also from the clubs sector. We were discussing 
particular harm minimisation measures and what individual stakeholders thought about 
those measures. We are very grateful for that work with the stakeholders and for their 
time in engaging in that process. Since then, the government has been looking at the 
technology solutions that are available and talking to the gambling industry technology 
providers and a whole range of independent people who have provided advice. We will 
bring a reform package to the Assembly later this year.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you. The independent inquiry identified the need for clubs to 
diversify revenue sources and strengthen governance and business capability as part of 
the transition process. In this regard, what funding has been allocated in the 2026-27 
budget to support those objectives? 
 
Dr Paterson: No funding has been allocated in this budget to support those specific 
objectives. We will come to the Assembly with a response to the inquiry and we will 
work with the clubs sector and within government to work out where resources may be 
needed to implement measures from both the inquiry and the election commitments.  
 
MR PARTON: Minister, the suggestion from the independent inquiry was not really 
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new information, though, was it? We have always known—and, indeed, I have heard 
you trumpet this—about the need for clubs to diversify revenue sources and strengthen 
governance and business capability. Do we really require the government to respond to 
the inquiry? You have highlighted the need to do this, so why is there no funding 
allocated in the 2026-27 budget to support objectives which have long been expressed 
by your government as the path forward? 
 
Dr Paterson: As I said, the inquiry report has only just come out. That provides a whole 
raft of recommendations which the government will look at. We also work with the 
clubs sector to understand priorities. A lot of things are legislative or regulatory settings 
that can be changed. It does not necessarily require budget funding to do a lot of this 
stuff. Progressing some of these reforms may have budget implications and 
implications for the territory, but this is what we will work with the clubs sector on.  
 
MR PARTON: Will funding be available at any point for independent feasibility 
analysis, business planning, governance support and diversification projects, or will the 
clubs have to just fend for themselves in this space?  
 
Dr Paterson: Again, how we support them to diversify is the work that we will be 
doing with the clubs sector. We will continue to work on what the framework looks like 
to support clubs. There was previously the Diversification and Sustainability Support 
Fund. It was suspended while we do this clubs inquiry and work out whether that is 
actually the best model to support clubs. We are very keen to hear from them as to what 
they think a good model will be. These are the ongoing types of discussions that we 
will have.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you.  
 
MR EMERSON: I will go back to a former question which has been resolved. It is 
about cash withdrawals. The last annual report from the Gambling and Racing 
Commission found that, I think, 70 per cent of the gambling harm incidents reported in 
the ACT related to money-seeking behaviour and that most of these are repeated cash 
withdrawals, which is perhaps unsurprising. There was the incident that arose in 2016. 
Following that at the Raiders Club in Belconnen, the Gambling and Racing 
Commission withdrew a $120,000 fine after finding there were eight occasions when 
one of their patrons had an experience of gambling harm that should have been recorded 
by staff but was not. Of course, this is key to the issue before us. What work is being 
done with organisations that have been found not to comply with the requirements to 
report these incidents? I know you reflected earlier on increased reporting, which is 
positive to see, but we are still seeing multiple cases where this is core to some serious 
gambling harm that is really destroying families.  
 
Dr Paterson: That is exactly what we recognised last term, before the last election, and 
that is exactly why we went to the election with commitments to see cashless gaming, 
including a commitment to ban EFTPOS and ATM withdrawals from venues. The 
Gambling Incident Register is a very good example of how we can use the evidence to 
then provide the reform policy to address the harm, where we know harm is occurring. 
We are looking at implementing cashless venues to basically impact where people are 
experiencing this form of harm. When we introduce the amendments and the reform 
that we will seek to progress later this year, we can have substantial discussions around 
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how we will work with the clubs sector around education and supporting them to 
support their patrons.  
 
MR EMERSON: We have now seen two incidents in the last decade where a fine was 
issued and then ACAT became involved and the fine was either withdrawn or, in the 
active case—anyway, we will see where it ends up, but it sounds like it will be 
downgraded. I am not sure if that is the language to use. Are you also looking at 
tightening laws so that, where the Gambling and Racing Commission has an 
understanding of clubs’ obligations, it is watertight and is not challenged in the same 
way at ACAT? 
 
Dr Paterson: It would always be the intention to ensure that our legislation presents a 
best-practice, evidence based framework to legislate and regulate gambling in the ACT. 
Some of our legislation is dated, and the code of conduct will need significant reform 
work to progress implementation of the measures that we are proposing. As I said, there 
is also work being done at the moment around self-exclusion, what we understand and 
the language we use around gambling harm. That will always be on the agenda. It is 
absolutely a priority for me that we have legislation that ensures that we meet the need 
to protect the community from gambling harm.  
 
MR EMERSON: As part of the package of reforms that you mentioned are coming 
forth before the end of the year, are you looking specifically at these kinds of gaps? I 
suppose my concern is that we can impose measures, but, if clubs do not enact them, 
then it is problematic, and if— 
 
Dr Paterson: It is illegal. If it is the law and they do not enact the measures, it would 
be illegal. That is why we want to make sure that we have a really strong and robust 
legislative framework. These issues have been well known for a while, which is why 
we took a strong package of reform to the last election, and that is what we will look at 
bringing to the Assembly over the next few months.  
 
MR EMERSON: I understand the point about it being illegal, but ACAT has found 
that, on a couple of occasions, issues the Gambling and Racing Commission thought 
were illegal were not, in fact, illegal. So is there a plan to tighten the obligations with a 
positive duty, or something to that effect, to ensure that measures that are brought in 
are effected by the clubs? My concern is that these repeated successful appeals at ACAT 
send the message: “Don’t worry. You’ll be able to get off it if you take it to ACAT.” 
 
Dr Paterson: As Mr Ng said, once the ACAT proceedings are completed, we will work 
with the commission to understand what the findings mean and what we will do to 
address issues that have been raised through ACAT. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: In relation to the fact that we have talked a lot about the reform 
work that has been happening on cashless gaming, self-exclusion and a reduction in the 
number of machines, and you have talked about things coming in the next couple of 
months, I am hoping to get a bit more clarity on the timelines for both legislative 
requirements and implementation, to ensure that we will actually see reform well and 
truly within this term of government. You were very active on the need for reform last 
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term, on things such as self-exclusion. We are almost halfway through the term. This is 
complex work, but it would be really helpful to understand the timelines, in terms of 
not just bringing things to the Assembly but also the implementation, given we know 
how many people are being impacted by gambling harm right now.  
 
Dr Paterson: As I said to Mr Emerson, this work will come to the Assembly before the 
end of the year. It will still have to go through cabinet processes before then. I cannot 
speak to the exact timeframes or exactly what we will be presenting with regard to 
legislation, but it will be, as you said, around self-exclusion, opening hours, gambling 
harm minimisation and reducing machine numbers. That will come to the Assembly 
before the end of year. 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Has work been done on the implementation program and 
understanding that things will actually be live and on the ground well before the end of 
this term? 
 
Dr Paterson: That is part of the work that has been undertaken and that is what we will 
bring to the Assembly, with proposed timeframes. Some of it will be when the bill 
passes and some of it will have more detailed implementation work required that we 
will need to work with the clubs on. 
 
MS VASSAROTTI: Okay. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The revenue into the Problem Gambling Assistance 
Fund—this is on page 184—is forecast to grow from just over $2 million in 2026-27 to 
more than $3 million by 2029-30. How are the funds from the scheme allocated to harm 
minimisation and support services? 
 
Dr Paterson: I will hand to the directorate, to Nadia.  
 
Ms Marjan: Thank you. Mr Emerson, you asked a question about the Gambling Harm 
Prevention and Mitigation Fund. Is that correct? 
 
MR EMERSON: Was it Mr Werner-Gibbings? 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: We sound very similar. 
 
Ms Marjan: Apologies. It was Mr Werner-Gibbings. Under the guidelines that sit 
under that fund, there are essentially a number of purposes for which funds can be made 
available. They are to support gambling harm minimisation outcomes. To run through 
some of the key areas, they are harm minimisation policies, programs, activities and 
initiatives; helping the clubs industry reduce its reliance on EGM revenue; diversified 
business; delivery of the government’s gaming reform election commitments; and any 
other use that the minister considers consistent. Those are the key areas under that fund, 
in terms of the guidelines that set out the purposes for which funding can be considered.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I go to table 3.5.2 on page 170. Gaming tax revenue is 
projected to decline slightly, from $42 million this financial year to less than 
$39 million by 2029-30, even as overall gambling tax revenue grows. Does this reflect 
the government’s poker machine reduction policies taking effect, or— 
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Mr Ng: Mr Werner-Gibbings, it might be best to take that on notice. Those projections 
are produced by the ACT Treasury. We could provide some information about how 
they come to that projection. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your attendance today. If 
you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your answers to the committee 
secretary within five business days of receiving uncorrected proof Hansard. Thank you. 
 
Short suspension. 
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Appearances: 
 
Long Service Leave Authority 

Jackson, Ms Roslyn, Deputy Chair of the Governing Board and Chair, Audit and 
Risk Committee  

Webeck, Ms Cassandra, Chief Executive Officer and Registrar 
Agrizko, Mrs Elena, Chief Finance Officer and Deputy Registrar 

 
THE CHAIR: We welcome the Long Service Leave Authority. Please note that, as 
witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary privilege and bound by its obligations. 
You must tell the truth, as giving false or misleading evidence will be treated as a 
serious matter and may be considered contempt of the Assembly.  
 
As we will not be inviting an opening statement, we will now proceed to questions. I 
will hand my first question to Mr Cocks. 
 
MR COCKS: Thank you, Chair. I want to start by pursuing a bit of a line of curiosity. 
With the services scheme, am I right that, at the moment, that basically covers cleaners; 
is that right?  
 
Ms Webeck: Yes, that is correct. At the moment, contract cleaning employers and 
workers are registered under the Services Industry Scheme.  
 
MR COCKS: The reason I am interested in this is that the government has embarked 
on some fairly significant insourcing, including the contract cleaners. Can you explain 
to me what happens to a contract cleaner’s long service leave entitlement when they go 
from a contracting role, which is covered by your scheme, to the government? Is there 
a transfer? Do they remain eligible under the portable scheme?  
 
Ms Webeck: The answer to that is conditional. 
 
MR COCKS: Conditional? 
 
Ms Webeck: Yes. There are a number of conditions. A contract cleaning worker can 
move into government employment. They can still fall within our portable long service 
leave scheme, because we have a provision under our legislation whereby a worker can 
leave the industry for a period of up to four years, in any one instance, and still retain 
their entitlement. If a worker has been working in the contract cleaning industry and 
has not reached an entitlement at the time that they move across into ACT government 
employment, they can continue to retain the service that they have already recorded 
under the portable schemes act.  
 
During the next four years, if they choose to take up more employment with a private 
contract cleaning company, they can continue to accrue service. If they choose to leave 
the industry, if they have already reached five years of recorded service in the portable 
schemes act, they can receive a leaving-the-industry payment and move across into 
ACT government employment; then they would not continue to hold an entitlement 
under the Long Service Leave (Portable Schemes) Act. It depends on what happens in 
that four-year period of time.  
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MR COCKS: From what you are saying, with a cleaner who has their role insourced, 
once they are within the government, they are not considered to be part of the services 
industry? 
 
Ms Webeck: If they are not working with a registered contract cleaning employer in 
the services industry, no.  
 
MR COCKS: Essentially, they move outside the scheme then, and any long service 
leave would be covered by the government’s separate long service leave scheme? 
 
Ms Webeck: That is correct.  
 
MR COCKS: Have you done any analysis of the amount of long service leave 
payments for cleaners that have now moved into government roles? Have you had a 
look at what the impact of insourcing has been?  
 
Mrs Agrizko: I am not aware of the previous insourcing. We have been discussing this 
in relation to insourcing of cleaners that are engaged to clean the Canberra Hospital—
the Health Services—which happens on 1 October 2026. This has not happened yet. 
We currently do not have an estimate of how much of the entitlements will remain in 
the scheme and will not be claimed because, as Cassandra said, there is a four-year 
period while the workers continue to be registered within the scheme, and they may 
return into the scheme and continue to accrue entitlements during this time.  
 
MR COCKS: They would only accrue entitlements if they were working in a second 
job, essentially? 
 
Mrs Agrizko: Yes, or if they decided at some point in the next four years to leave the 
government employment and return to the private industry.  
 
MR COCKS: If, for some reason, they moved out of the government system. But if 
they moved out of the government system, without having been working in a second 
job, essentially, they would not have gained any length of service during that time, 
would they?  
 
Mrs Agrizko: With the government— 
 
Ms Webeck: Not with the portable schemes act, no. But they would continue to accrue 
where they left off, when they moved into the government role.  
 
MR COCKS: That is fine. I am trying to understand how it is that commercial 
providers have to pay into this scheme for workers, while the government does not 
engage with the scheme for people doing exactly the same work. It sounds to me like 
that is to do with the design of the legislation. That is all right. I am happy to hand over 
the call.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. It is just a 30-minute session. Mr Emerson?  
 
MR EMERSON: With the expansion of portable long service leave to the hospitality 
sector, is that based on the same rate as for cleaning services and the like? 
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Ms Webeck: Yes, the levy rate is the same for the entire scheme. The Services Industry 
Scheme levy rate is set at 1.07 per cent, which is payable on gross ordinary wages. That 
is currently the lowest levy rate that we have set for all our portable long service leave 
schemes at the moment.  
 
MR EMERSON: For construction, for example, it is— 
 
Mrs Agrizko: 2.75 per cent.  
 
MR EMERSON: Are there any inbuilt assumptions regarding the differences in uptake 
across different parts of the services sector that are covered by the scheme? I would 
imagine that, in hospitality, there might be less uptake of long service leave than for 
people working in cleaning, for instance.  
 
Ms Webeck: The way that the levy rate has been set is based on actuarial assumptions, 
and those assumptions are related to things like industry growth, investment returns, 
wages growth, exit rates and that kind of thing. But the assumptions apply at the whole 
scheme level, not at the level of the sub-industries that comprise the Services Industry 
Scheme. This is the first scheme of its kind that comprises multiple industry sectors.  
 
MR EMERSON: I understand that you update the rate based on updated analysis. Is 
there any scope for separating out parts of that particular Services Industry Scheme, if 
it became clear that that was required, or is the only change that is possible a change to 
the overall rate across the entire services industry? 
 
Ms Webeck: That would be a policy decision, to separate— 
 
MR EMERSON: A question for government.  
 
Ms Webeck: Yes, that would be a government decision, based on a public policy 
decision, and that would be a decision to separate out the industries from the Services 
Industry Scheme. Establishing a new, standalone scheme for some industries would be 
a policy decision for government. Even with the consideration of potentially setting a 
separate levy rate within the scheme, which is not something that we have been in a 
position to need to do before, that would still need potentially to be a ministerial 
determination.  
 
MR EMERSON: It is an instrument.  
 
Ms Webeck: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Are you able to provide any information regarding the assumptions 
embedded within the actuarial calculations, or are they in a black box somewhere that 
we cannot access?  
 
Ms Webeck: They are not in a black box. It is just whether they are digestible. 
 
Mrs Agrizko: The actuarial reports are provided to us by our engaged actuary. If you 
require any particular assumptions, we are happy to take it on notice and provide them.  
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MR EMERSON: Yes, if there is assumed uptake in the Services Industry Scheme, that 
would be very helpful to know.  
 
Mrs Agrizko: That was actually provided on notice last year. It would not have 
changed since then, but we can do it again, if you want.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, and anything else, any other plain English information that 
would be helpful to the committee; that would be great.  
 
Mrs Agrizko: Yes.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I have heard from community sector organisations that their rate 
has gone from 1.2 to 1.8 per cent. I would like to understand whether that is correct, 
and what were the reasons behind that change. 
 
Ms Webeck: As I started to allude to before, one of our most important responsibilities 
in administering portable long service leave is protecting the viability of the portable 
long service leave schemes. We work very closely with actuaries to set assumptions 
about industry growth, wages growth, exit rates, mortality and the like. We have a target 
to maintain our assets-over-liability ratio of 110 per cent.  
 
We work with the actuaries on an annual basis to complete valuations for our budget 
development purposes and financial statements. We also have a responsibility under the 
legislation to complete a triennial actuarial review, which happens every three years. 
We are preparing to start the next triennial review in the next couple of months.  
 
The last triennial review was completed in 2023. Those reviews look at the impact of 
changes in the assumptions and movement in those variables over a five-year horizon. 
Where we see the assets-over-liability ratio of 110 per cent start to drop, from where it 
is at that point in time, we provide advice to our governing board—and, subsequently, 
we provide advice to the minister—about any movements that we think need to be 
made, based on actuarial advice, to the levy rate to ensure that we can maintain that 
target of 110 per cent over that five-year horizon to protect the assets-over-liability 
ratio, which assures that we can pay the future long service leave liabilities as we need 
to.  
 
The triennial review in 2023 provided an indication that, for the Community Sector 
Industry Scheme, the assets-over-liability ratio was going to be dropping below the 110 
per cent target over a period of time. A decision was made by the board and then 
recommended to the minister to increase the levy rate for the Community Sector 
Industry Scheme to maintain the scheme viability. We provide as much advance notice 
to industry and the employers in that industry as we can. We would have provided six 
months notice of that levy rate increase.  
 
The converse of that is also true. When the schemes are performing very well—and 
there have been instances since the schemes’ commencement—we have been able to 
drop the levy rate, because all the variables have been performing positively, and we 
have been able to take a bit of pressure off employers. The movement in 2024 was based 
on actuarial advice, and it was simply to protect the viability of the scheme.  
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MR BRADDOCK: What were the reasons that were causing that assets-over-liability 
ratio to drop for that particular sector?  
 
Ms Webeck: The scheme is now a fully mature scheme. More people have reached an 
entitlement. Year on year, we have more employers registering, more workers reaching 
an entitlement, and more claims being paid for the Community Sector Industry Scheme, 
so that would have had an impact. Wages growth would have had an impact.  
 
Mrs Agrizko: Those are the main reasons that we saw an increase in the past three 
years, before the triennial review, in claims. It means that entitlements are taken earlier 
by the workers in the scheme, which means we have less time to keep this money in 
investments, to earn a return on investments, and wage growth.  
 
Ms Webeck: A full entitlement for the Community Sector Industry Scheme is reached 
at five years, whereas for other schemes it is quite a bit later. That is a reflection of the 
nature of the work of the people who work in the Community Sector Industry Scheme.  
 
Ms Jackson: Something also to be mindful of is that investments themselves can 
decline, if we think about what is happening in the stock market. That is done by 
stockbrokers on our behalf; it is not us that do it. Of course, wars, COVID pandemics 
and things that may impact the stock market will bring down the investment. If you 
have the asset investment coming down but the liability is going up, because you have 
more people reaching a timeframe of when they are able to claim, you have a closing 
of the gap between the two. That is what Cassandra was talking about.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I have two issues on that. Firstly, there is almost an educative role 
required for the sectors who are participating in this scheme to understand what are the 
drivers that might drive them strategically up or down. Is that conducted in any way?  
 
Ms Webeck: To be honest, less so for our established schemes. I do acknowledge your 
point. I think there is more work that can be done to bridge that understanding of how 
those schemes work. That is something that we would be very happy to take on, with 
the existing industries.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: When you say that you provide six months advance notice of 
changes, wouldn’t it be a useful part of that process also to say, “This is what we 
forecast for the next five years, and these are the assumptions that it’s based on”? At 
least they would understand potentially what they might be facing.  
 
Ms Webeck: Yes, potentially.  
 
MR COCKS: You do not publish the assets over liabilities explicitly, do you? 
 
Ms Webeck: The 110 per cent target?  
 
MR COCKS: Against the 110 per cent, in your projections. I am looking at page 27—
specifically, the services industry. I cannot see a percentage-type figure there. When I 
do the maths, it looks like, for the Services Industry Scheme, it falls from about 134.8 
per cent down to about 97.5 per cent. If nothing changed in that trajectory, it would 
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seem that that would necessitate an increase in the rate. Is that the correct reading?  
 
Mrs Agrizko: That is correct. We do publish the actual results on the ratio. It is in the 
statement of performance. We have the estimated outcome on pages 7 and 8, for the 
ratios, for the end of this financial year. You are correct in saying that, based on the 
current budget and the assumptions that are built into the budget, it looks like the ratio 
will decline over the next five years. However, we never rush to change the levy rates 
because the assumptions may change as well. There are a lot of assumptions that go 
into the actuarial reports, and assumptions change over time.  
 
When we do change the levy rate, it is usually based on the triennial review. We are 
going to commence the triennial review in the next couple of months. We will know in 
detail about what happens, because the demographic assumptions calculate the 
behaviour of the industry, the exit rates and how early people take entitlements. They 
are changed one to three years during the triennial review, and they are reviewed.  
 
MR COCKS: Will that review incorporate consideration of the new sectors entering 
the scheme? 
 
Mrs Agrizko: Yes.  
 
Ms Webeck: Yes.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I have questions about the expansion of the services 
scheme. What efforts has ACT Leave undertaken to make businesses aware of the 
upcoming expansion to the services scheme?  
 
Ms Webeck: We have undertaken a considerable program of engagement. At the 
announcement of the first delay of commencement of the new industries into the 
Services Industry Scheme, which was in March 2025, we developed a very 
comprehensive stakeholder engagement strategy. That was approved by the board and 
subsequently submitted to the minister.  
 
We have been managing a very structured program of business site visits over the past 
18 months. We have, at this point in time, completed more than 3,100 site visits to all 
the regional centres and any other suburban outlets. We have also communicated in 
hard copy, writing by mail, to 4,000 businesses that we identified through ABR 
databases. That has been whittled down to between 3,000 and 3½ thousand now, based 
on our experience of doing the site visits.  
 
Over the past three months, we have been managing a program of shopping centre pop-
ups, which have been heavily advertised on social media. We have been running paid 
social media advertising campaigns, with considerable results—upwards of several 
million views, and tens of thousands of website hits.  
 
We have been engaging with other parts of the community that have direct contact with 
relevant businesses that are engaged in services industry work, including running 
information sessions for lawyers, bookkeepers and accountants. We have run four of 
those information sessions over the past few months. We have been engaging with peak 
bodies, with unions. We have been to school career nights. We have been participating 
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in career expos—any opportunity where we can communicate directly with workers 
and employers. We have been doing as much of that as we can.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Within the past month, a couple of businesses wanted to 
have some information about what their obligations are. I have put those questions 
through to the minister, as the questions have come up. I am going to get asked this 
again, but how can businesses engage with ACT Leave to understand what their 
obligations are, when they are coming up, and the extent of them? Instead of coming to 
me, is there an easy way of going to you? 
 
Ms Webeck: Yes. We have been communicating very widely as to how to engage 
directly with us. We have a lot of information about the Services Industry Scheme on 
our website. We have video animations. We have an eligibility assessment tool for 
workers and employers. We have a lot of frequently asked questions for every industry 
sector. We have a booking tool, where people can arrange to make an appointment with 
us, so that they have a dedicated time to talk to a client services representative. The 
website is a very good first port of call.  
 
All of our communications provide contact information to reach out to us directly. Our 
tagline at the end of every communication is, “We’re here to help, so get in contact with 
us.” We want to make everything that we possibly can as easy on business as we can, 
because we do recognise that there is an administrative overhead to complying with the 
obligations under the portable schemes act. We are here, and we are positioned to be 
able to provide that support, and we are very keen to do so. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: An excellent answer. With the pause in the expansion 
until the end of the year, what does that look like for ACT Leave? What activities will 
you be undertaking? Will there be any further or specialised outreach stuff, or would I 
be best placed to refer constituents’ businesses to the website? 
 
Ms Webeck: I would be very happy for you to refer them to us directly or to the 
website—either way. We are maintaining a continued program of engagement—
nothing new, but an extended program of the work that we have already been 
undertaking. We are doing more business site visits, to pick up the employers that we 
were not able to speak with in our previous site visits. We will be communicating again 
with all the peak bodies. We are communicating again with accountants, lawyers and 
bookkeepers. We will be doing more shopping centre pop-ups. We are doing another 
paid social media advertising campaign. The delay has provided us with an opportunity 
to do more engagement, and we are planning to do more of what we have been doing. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Is there anything else that business wanted from you in order to 
support an implementation in 2025, as was originally planned? It sounds like you have 
laid it all out for them. 
 
Ms Webeck: With the things that they want from us, we cannot deliver them, because 
our remit is to administer the portable long service leave schemes as they have been 
detailed in the legislation. There is not really anything by way of additional support. As 
we have been progressing through our meetings, we have maintained a very good, 
strong program of engagement with the peak bodies and their members. I have met, 
personally—and Elena has as well—with ClubsACT members and AHA members, and 
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we have acted on everything that they have put on the table for us to consider in 
providing further support. I do not really think there is much more, or more at all, that 
we could possibly do. I feel that we have addressed their concerns within our remit as 
best as we possibly can. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: If you have done all of that, have they genuinely tried to be ready 
for the scheme’s implementation? 
 
Ms Webeck: That is a difficult question. When we attend meetings with and hear 
directly from employers, we see their frustrations. We also see a lot of individuals who 
are very keen to ensure that they do the right thing, and they want to know what that 
looks like. That is why we are here to provide that level of support, so that they can be 
confident in how they are complying with and meeting their obligations.  
 
I think that there is a genuine desire to want to comply. The difficulty with where we 
are at the moment is that we have been running a campaign to encourage pre-
registrations, for people to register before 1 January. There is nothing to compel 
anybody to register before then. It would be lovely for them to do so, and it would 
probably make their life a little bit easier if they do that now. It would allow us to 
provide them with more support right now as well. But there is nothing in the legislation 
that compels them to register before the scheme commences on 1 January, and they will 
not actually be in breach of the legislation until 1 February 2027. From what I hear, I 
think people genuinely want to do the right thing; it is just that seeing that action is quite 
slow. 
 
MR COCKS: I understand that, with the expansion of the services scheme, there is a 
discount being offered to food and beverage businesses. How much will that discount 
cost? Given that you are fully levy-funded, how is it being paid for? 
 
Ms Webeck: The discount has been applied at a rate of 75 per cent for year 1, 50 per 
cent for year 2 and 25 per cent for year 3, and then a full levy payment is required from 
year 4 onwards, for food and beverage employers. The discount will be subsidised by 
the assets held within the scheme.  
 
MR COCKS: That does not quite get to the question. How do we have so much extra 
in assets that we can just have a 75 per cent, 50 per cent and 25 per cent discount? 
Where has that surplus of money come from? 
 
Ms Webeck: The Services Industry Scheme has been built on the foundations of the 
Contract Cleaning Industry Scheme, before the Contract Cleaning Industry Scheme was 
disestablished on 1 April 2025, when it transitioned into the Services Industry Scheme. 
The Services Industry Scheme is founded on the asset base of the previous Contract 
Cleaning Industry Scheme. The Contract Cleaning Industry Scheme was operating at a 
very healthy assets-over-liability ratio. That has supported funding the expansion of the 
Services Industry Scheme, and that will support the discount that has been applied and 
that was approved by government for the food and beverage industries. 
 
MR COCKS: Is there any component of this healthy ratio that you refer to that has 
been generated by the insourcing that I referred to earlier? 
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Ms Webeck: No.  
 
MR COCKS: No? 
 
Ms Webeck: No, not generated by it. 
 
MR COCKS: Not generated by it? 
 
Ms Webeck: That was your question. 
 
MR COCKS: No, I said associated with. 
 
Ms Webeck: Associated with, sorry. No.  
 
MR COCKS: Okay. It is not sitting above because of that? 
 
Ms Webeck: No. 
 
MR COCKS: How did it get to such a high ratio? Were contract cleaning businesses 
paying more than they needed to? 
 
Mrs Agrizko: There was a considerable investment base that has been built on over the 
years. We do get healthy returns on investments—long-term returns. Normally, if we 
did not have the new entrants to the industry, we would potentially be able to lower the 
levy rate in this situation, but the levy rate is already very low, in the services industry. 
It is the lowest levy rate in the four schemes at the moment. With the new industries, 
the liability will go up significantly, for the new participants, which means we cannot 
make this decision at the moment. We will need to see over time how that behaves. 
 
MR COCKS: Okay. I understand that you have to administer the policy. It sounds like, 
in essence, there was more in the account than needed to be there, so the cleaning aspect 
cross-subsidises the food and beverage for the discount period. That is probably a gross 
oversimplification, but— 
 
Mrs Agrizko: It is a temporary situation because it does depend on a lot of assumptions, 
and we will see the levies flow into this scheme from the new industries.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you very much. On behalf of the committee, I would like to thank 
our witnesses who have assisted the committee through their experience and knowledge. 
Thank you for your attendance today. If you have any taken any questions on notice, 
please provide your answers to the committee secretary within five business days of 
receiving the uncorrected proof Hansard. If members wish to ask questions on notice, 
please upload them to the parliamentary portal as soon as possible, and no later than 
five business days from today. This meeting is now adjourned. 
 
The committee adjourned at 5.20 pm 
 


	APPEARANCES
	City and Environment Directorate
	ACT Gambling and Racing Commission
	Icon Water
	Evoenergy
	Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate
	Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate
	Infrastructure Canberra
	Justice and Community Safety Directorate
	Long Service Leave Authority

	Privilege statement

